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House of Commons

Tuesday 26 March 2013

The House met at half-past Eleven o’clock

PRAYERS

[MR SPEAKER in the Chair]

BUSINESS BEFORE QUESTIONS

LONDON LOCAL AUTHORITIES AND TRANSPORT FOR

LONDON (NO. 2) BILL [LORDS] (BY ORDER)
Consideration of Bill, as amended, opposed and deferred

until Tuesday 16 April (Standing Order No. 20).

Oral Answers to Questions

DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

The Deputy Prime Minister was asked—

Devolution

1. Harriett Baldwin (West Worcestershire) (Con): When
he expects that the report from the commission on the
consequences of devolution for the House of Commons
will be published. [149754]

2. Stephen Phillips (Sleaford and North Hykeham)
(Con): What progress the Government have made on
resolving the West Lothian question. [149755]

The Parliamentary Secretary, Cabinet Office (Miss Chloe
Smith): With this, I will also answer Question 2. The
McKay commission, which the Government established
to consider how the House of Commons deals with
legislation that affects only part of the UK, reported
yesterday. We are grateful to the commission for its
work. This is an important issue, which is why the
Government asked the expert commission to look at it.
The report presents a positive step forward, and we will
give it very serious consideration before responding
substantively.

Harriett Baldwin: I, too, thank the McKay commission
for such an erudite report. The commission outlines a
principle: that decisions at UK level with a separate and
distinct effect for England should normally be taken
only with the consent of a majority of MPs for
constituencies in England. Will the Minister argue with
her boss, who is a passionate believer in political and
constitutional reform, to implement that sensible principle
in the next Session?

Miss Smith: I commend my hon. Friend for her work
on this important matter—she has campaigned long
and hard and taken the time to go into the detail. As I

have said, the Government take the report extremely
seriously. We believe it is a positive step forward, and I
am happy to talk to all members of the Government
about its merits and otherwise.

Mr Speaker: I call Stephen Phillips. Not here.

Mr David Hanson (Delyn) (Lab): Does the Minister
accept that constituents of mine who use the health
service in England, work in the public sector in England
and use public transport in England, but who are
represented by me as a Welsh Member of Parliament,
want a say on matters relating to England? Does she
accept that there are problems, but not always solutions?

Miss Smith: I ought to accept that the right hon.
Gentleman wants to do a very good job for his constituents,
which I am sure he does. However, I note that the
McKay commission report refers to England matters
and England and Wales matters. Those serious issues
require extensive consideration.

13. [149767] Iain Stewart (Milton Keynes South) (Con):
Next September’s referendum will, I hope, deliver a
substantial no vote against separation. May I suggest
that that would be an ideal time to implement the
McKay commission’s sensible proposals and evolve the
devolution settlement into one that will be acceptable
on both sides of the border?

Miss Smith: I thank my hon. Friend for his contribution.
I hear his view on the timing of what the Government
must do next. We will take that decision seriously alongside
the substantive issues in the report. I agree with him and
many others that the people of Scotland should choose
to stay in the UK next September, and am confident
they will do so.

Mr Angus Brendan MacNeil (Na h-Eileanan an Iar)
(SNP): I wonder whether the resolving of the West
Lothian question will help us to understand why the
Liberal Democrats voted against air passenger duty in
opposition, but voted for it while in government, as we
saw last night.

Miss Smith: I do not believe that even I could persuade
the McKay commission to cover that level of detail.
However, as I said in answer to the previous question,
the people of the UK are stronger together than they are
apart. I hope he transfers that message to his constituents.

Mr Speaker: Order. As I think the House knows, the
hon. Gentleman was practising the shoehorning technique,
which was as mischievous as it was just about orderly.

Greg Mulholland (Leeds North West) (LD): The biggest
threat to the UK might be not the Scottish referendum
next year, but the increasing sense in England that the
current constitutional settlement is not a fair one. Does
my hon. Friend agree that we already have two different
classes of MPs, in the sense that Scottish and Welsh
MPs have colleagues in the Scottish Parliament and
Welsh Assembly who perform some of the role that
English MPs do?
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Miss Smith: The McKay commission report deals
with some of the questions the hon. Gentleman raises.
As I have said, they are serious questions, and it will
take time to ensure that we respond appropriately. We
will do just that.

Political and Constitutional Reform

3. Karl Turner (Kingston upon Hull East) (Lab):
What the Government’s political and constitutional
reform priorities are up to 2015. [149757]

5. Mr William Bain (Glasgow North East) (Lab):
What his plans are for constitutional and political
reform for the remainder of the present Parliament.

[149759]

The Deputy Prime Minister (Mr Nick Clegg): The
Governmentcontinuetoworkonpoliticalandconstitutional
reform, particularly devolving more powers from Whitehall
to our cities and regions. Work also continues on the
implementation of individual electoral registration and
developing proposals on recall and lobbying reform.

Karl Turner: Will there be a Bill to regulate the lobby
industry in the Queen’s Speech?

The Deputy Prime Minister: As the hon. Gentleman
may know, we are still reflecting on exactly how to
proceed on lobbying, but we will do so. I cannot give
him a precise date for when we will come forward with
our proposals after the consultation, which provided a
lot of feedback, but we will do so in due course.

Mr Bain: The European convention on human rights
offers basic human rights protections for 60 million
people in this country and is critical to the devolution
settlement. Will the Deputy Prime Minister therefore
echo calls from the Opposition to resist the radical right
behind him, and to keep the Human Rights Act and the
United Kingdom as a proud signatory to the convention?

The Deputy Prime Minister: As the hon. Gentleman
well knows, there is a difference of opinion among the
coalition parties on the status of the Human Rights Act
and the ECHR which it incorporates. I have always
been very clear that I think that the rights and protections
in the Act are very valuable for all British citizens, and I
will continue to defend them.

Mr Andrew Turner (Isle of Wight) (Con): The Deputy
Prime Minister’s answer a moment ago included the
words “cities” and “regions”. What is he doing about
islands?

The Deputy Prime Minister: The mere fact that the
answer mentioned cities and regions does not mean that
we are not also concerned about islands. I very much
hope that by the end of this Parliament we will see a
discernable shift of power and decision-making authority
from Whitehall to all parts of the United Kingdom,
whether islands, counties, cities or regions.

Andrew Bridgen (North West Leicestershire) (Con):
Does my right hon. Friend agree that decentralising
power to local communities is not only good for our

democracy and political system, but provides an
opportunity to unlock economic growth locally across
the country?

The Deputy Prime Minister: I strongly agree with my
hon. Friend. Not only has political power been centralised
for far too long, but so has the way in which we run our
economy. The Labour Government over-relied on one
sector—financial services—in 1 square mile of the City
of London, ignoring the needs and economic potential
of 100,000 square miles across the country. We must
devolve political decision making and ensure that our
economy is also more decentralised.

Sadiq Khan (Tooting) (Lab): The Deputy Prime Minister
will be aware that the document “The Coalition: our
programme for government” states:

“We will fund 200 all-postal primaries over this Parliament”.

Will the Deputy Prime Minister inform the House of
the progress on this promise and whether any pressure
has been brought to bear on him by the Prime Minister,
who may regret having primaries to select some of
his Members of Parliament, bearing in mind how
independently minded some of them have been recently?

The Deputy Prime Minister: We will make an
announcement on that component of the constitutional
and political reform programme in the coalition agreement
in due course. As the right hon. Gentleman knows, it
was slightly in abeyance as long as the debate about the
boundary changes was still a live issue. As that has now
been settled for the time being—if not satisfactorily in
everyone’s opinion—we will of course return to the
issue of all-postal primaries and make our views clear.

House of Lords

4. Nic Dakin (Scunthorpe) (Lab): How many new
members of the House of Lords the Government plan
to create. [149758]

The Parliamentary Secretary, Cabinet Office (Miss Chloe
Smith): As stated in the programme for government,
appointments will be made to the House of Lords
with the objective of creating a second Chamber that
reflects the share of the vote secured by the political
parties at the last general election.

Nic Dakin: The coalition Government have created
43 peers a year on average, more than the five previous
Prime Ministers. The average will go up to 60 a year if
the Minister’s direction of travel is followed. Does she
see this as a badge of honour?

Miss Smith: What I see is an avoidance of the reality
of what happened after 2010, which was that the list of
appointments contained the picks of the right hon.
Member for Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath (Mr Brown)
and Labour became the largest party in the Lords
despite having lost the general election.

Bob Stewart (Beckenham) (Con): If the intention of
House of Lords reform was to cut the number of Lords,
is it not strange that we intend to increase the number
instead of reducing it by half ?
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Miss Smith: It is important to use facts in this debate.
It might be of help to note that there has been a net
increase of only 23 in the number of peers eligible to sit
and vote in the other place since Tony Blair left office
in 2007.

Naomi Long (Belfast East) (Alliance): As part of the
pre-legislative consultation on the draft Northern Ireland
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Bill, consideration has been
given to the elimination of dual mandates not only
between the House of Commons and the Northern
Ireland Assembly, but between the House of Lords and
the Assembly. What is the Minister’s view?

Miss Smith: I am happy to write to the hon. Lady to
deal with her question in enough detail.

Wayne David (Caerphilly) (Lab): In September 2010,
the Deputy Prime Minister said that the Government
wanted to reduce the cost of politics. To date, 128 new
peers have been appointed at a cost of £131,000 each
per year, with more planned. Why are the Government
no longer concerned about reducing the cost of politics?

Miss Smith: The hon. Gentleman’s party refused to
allow the timetable that would have allowed the Government
to plan to instil greater legitimacy and constrain the size
of the House of Lords. I think that answers his question.

Voter Registration

6. Mr Clive Betts (Sheffield South East) (Lab): What
steps the Government plan to take to improve
registration levels when individual voter registration is
introduced. [149760]

The Parliamentary Secretary, Cabinet Office (Miss Chloe
Smith): rose—

David Wright (Telford) (Lab): Is the hon. Lady the
Deputy Prime Minister now?

Miss Smith: It seems that some would like to promote
me, which is no doubt a question for a commission to
look into.

The Government are committed to doing all they can
to maximise registration. We have published detailed
research, which has informed our plans to use data
matching, targeted engagement with under-registered
groups and new technology to modernise the system to
make it as convenient as possible for people to register
to vote.

Mr Betts: I am sure the Minister is aware that, in
principle, I am a supporter of individual voter registration,
but I am concerned about the current low levels of voter
registration. Will she therefore give an assurance that
the steps taken with regard to data matching will ensure
that there is no fall in the level of registration? Hopefully
there will be an increase, but what will she do if it does
not work out that way?

Miss Smith: I share the hon. Gentleman’s concerns to
see the greatest possible levels of both accuracy and
completeness in the electoral registers, and I look forward
to working with him and others to do that. Solving the
problem of under-registration is not the responsibility

of the Government alone; it is the responsibility of all
politicians and many people across the community to
work together to drive up rates. As I hinted in my
previous answer, we are taking a number of measures as
part of the individual electoral registration programme
including: data matching, phasing in the transition over
two years, a carry-forward to allow some of those not
individually registered to vote in the next general election,
a write-out to all the electorate in 2014, a publicity
campaign and doorstep canvassing as at present.

Stephen Mosley (City of Chester) (Con): The areas
where the electoral roll is most inaccurate in Chester are
those with large student populations. Some students
register in Chester where they are at university, some
register at home, some register at both and some register
at none at all. Has the Minister given any consideration
to the registration of students under individual voter
registration?

Miss Smith: My hon. Friend raises an important
point. As I mentioned in my previous answer, we all
wish to see the greatest possible level of registration
across all groups in society. We are running data matching
scheme pilots aimed specifically at students and young
people who are about to obtain the franchise. I look
forward to his help on that in his university area, and
that of other Members.

Mr Gregory Campbell (East Londonderry) (DUP):
Working class areas across the United Kingdom are
quite often the areas where voter registration is lowest.
Will the Minister ensure that they are targeted by both
the Electoral Commission and the Electoral Office for
Northern Ireland to ensure maximum registration in
those areas?

Miss Smith: I can reassure the House that we are
working with both the Electoral Commission, and, of
course, electoral registration offices and administrators
in all parts of the United Kingdom, to make the programme
a success. In response to the hon. Gentleman’s particular
concern about people in both his constituency and
others, we expect EROs of particular local authorities
to know their areas best and to work with us.

Dr Julian Huppert (Cambridge) (LD): I share the
concerns of the hon. Member for City of Chester
(Stephen Mosley) about student registration, which is a
big issue in my constituency. I heard what the hon. Lady
said. Will she be working with universities, colleges and
student unions to ensure a strong campaign to get every
student registered?

Miss Smith: We are already doing that. Work has
been undertaken with the National Union of Students.
I welcome the hon. Gentleman’s enthusiasm for that
campaign. I also note that one of the points of the
programme is to encourage individual registration, and
I hope that many students—highly educated as they are,
after all—would recognise the benefits of doing so.

Meg Hillier (Hackney South and Shoreditch) (Lab/
Co-op): Will the Minister update us on the administrative
need to provide one’s national insurance number on
registration and say whether she has modelled the impact
of this on take-up?

1453 145426 MARCH 2013Oral Answers Oral Answers



Miss Smith: I certainly can confirm that the national
insurance number will be used in registration. It is an
important part of the process and one of the primary
identifiers that we will be using. There will be others, as
part of the exceptions process, which will perhaps be
important to the people the hon. Lady may be concerned
about. I would be happy to provide her with more detail
as she requires.

Mr Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con): It seems to
me that every time someone comes into contact with
their local council, makes a benefit application, buys a
house or rents a property, someone should ask them,
“Are you on the electoral register?”What can the Minister
do to encourage Government agencies, local government
agencies and private companies to ask that question?

Miss Smith: My hon. Friend underlines the point I
was making earlier, which is that there is a responsibility
across society to encourage people to take part in
politics by registering to vote. I am sure he will be
working with a range of groups in his constituency to
do that. I can also confirm that the programme is using
extensive data matching to ensure that records can be
shared where appropriate, certainly between public sector
bodies, to do the best job we can.

Topical Questions

T1. [149769] Stephen Gilbert (St Austell and Newquay)
(LD): If he will make a statement on his departmental
responsibilities.

The Deputy Prime Minister (Mr Nick Clegg) rose—

Hon. Members: Hurray!

The Deputy Prime Minister: I am grateful for the
welcome from the Opposition Benches.

As Deputy Prime Minister, I support the Prime Minister
on a full range of Government policy and initiatives.
Within Government I take special responsibility for this
Government’s programme of political and constitutional
reform.

Stephen Gilbert: Does the Deputy Prime Minister
agree that we need to rebuild confidence in our failing
immigration system by tackling abuses and also bearing
down on the legacy of incompetence?

The Deputy Prime Minister: I strongly agree with my
hon. Friend that, having not only crashed the economy,
Labour also left an immigration system in chaos, in
which the public had absolutely no confidence whatever.
Just as we are repairing, reforming and rebuilding our
economy, we are having to do the same to the immigration
system, which Labour left in such a lamentable mess. I
agree with him that unless the public have confidence
that the immigration system is competently administered,
it is difficult to persuade people that we should remain
the open, generous-hearted country that we are.

Ms Harriet Harman (Camberwell and Peckham) (Lab):
In last week’s Budget it was announced that there would
be a Government-backed mortgage scheme for homes
up to a value of £600,000. Will the Deputy Prime
Minister make it absolutely clear that it will not be
available for people buying a second home?

The Deputy Prime Minister: As the Chancellor made
very clear, that is absolutely not the intention of the
scheme. The intention of the scheme is to allow people
to buy new homes, but as the right hon. and learned
Lady very well knows, this is a complex area. There are
anomalies that we need to address. For instance, we
would need to ensure that the rules allow divorced
couples to access the system just as much as anybody
else. The Treasury is working on the details of the
scheme to ensure that it does exactly what it is intended
to do.

Ms Harman: It is not a question of complexity or
detail: the Treasury is very familiar with the notion of
sole or main residence. The Deputy Prime Minister has
not answered the question. It is not about the intention;
it is a question of whether the Government are ruling
that out. Let me ask him about something else—not a
detail, but something fundamental—and see whether
he can be clearer about that. Will he make it clear that
the Government have ruled out making this Government-
backed mortgage help available to people who are not
domiciled in this country?

The Deputy Prime Minister: As the right hon. and
learned Lady knows, the reason we have developed
Help to Buy—which has two components: Government
equity in new build construction and mortgage assistance
—is of course not to subsidise people who have no stake
in this country, nor is its intention to provide subsidies
for people buying second homes. It is there to restore
confidence in the housing market as a whole and ensure
that the construction industry is given a significant
boost, so that we employ more people and give people
the opportunity to own their own homes.

Mr Speaker: Bob Blackman. Not here. It looks as if
the hon. Gentleman is quickly getting to his seat without
further delay. Hurry up. Mr Bob Blackman.

T2. [149770] Bob Blackman (Harrow East) (Con): Thank
you, Mr Speaker. My apologies; I was held up on
London transport. With the local elections coming in
May, will my right hon. Friend comment on the initiatives
he is taking to combat postal vote fraud and impersonation
at polling stations?

The Deputy Prime Minister: As I hope my hon. Friend
will know, the principal intention of the Electoral
Registration and Administration Act 2013, which we
are seeking to implement as quickly as we can, is
precisely to deal with the high levels of fraud in certain
parts of the country, which most people of all parties
felt was unacceptable.

T3. [149771] Mr Jim Cunningham (Coventry South) (Lab):
What consideration has the Deputy Prime Minister
given to lowering the voting age to 16?

The Deputy Prime Minister: That is not something
that the coalition is going to deliver. I am personally
persuaded of the case for lowering the voting age, but it
was not included in the coalition agreement, so it is not
something that the coalition Government will deliver
during this Parliament.
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Mr Speaker: Mike Freer. He is definitely not here;
perhaps he is stuck on London transport as well, who
knows?

T7. [149776] Fiona Bruce (Congleton) (Con): Will the
Deputy Prime Minister join me and the all-party group
on North Korea in welcoming last week’s historic resolution
by the UN Human Rights Council to establish a
commission of inquiry to investigate the grave violations
of human rights in North Korea? I thank our Government
for their vital work on this subject, and I ask the Deputy
Prime Minister to thank those many civil rights
organisations, such as Christian Solidarity Worldwide,
that have campaigned on this issue for many years.

The Deputy Prime Minister: I certainly join my hon.
Friend in applauding the fact that the UN resolution
was passed. As she knows, the Foreign Secretary and
the Foreign Office have been working tirelessly on this
issue. My hon. Friend has been an outspoken observer
and critic of the behaviour of the North Korean regime,
which continues to imperil peace and stability both in
the region and globally. It is an issue that this Government
and Governments across the world take very seriously
indeed.

T4. [149772] Mrs Linda Riordan (Halifax) (Lab/Co-op):
Local authorities are being forced to cut back the
money they spend on electoral registration. Is the
Parliamentary Secretary, Cabinet Office, the hon. Member
for Norwich North (Miss Smith) concerned about that
and, if so, what does she intend to do about it?

The Deputy Prime Minister: I would be happy to send
the hon. Lady the figures, but I think it is simply not the
case that local authorities have been forced to cut back
on the resources they provide to electoral registration
officers. Local authorities are, as we know, under financial
pressure generally, and about a quarter of all public
expenditure is passed through local councils, which is
twice the amount of money we spend on defence. Given
that the Labour party left us with no money, I am afraid
that savings need to be made.

T11. [149780] Mr Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con):
Under what circumstances would the Deputy Prime
Minister resign as joint chairman of the coalition
Sub-Committee?

The Deputy Prime Minister: None that I can presently
envisage.

T5. [149773] Debbie Abrahams (Oldham East and
Saddleworth) (Lab): Perhaps I can think of one. Ministers
have said that the second set of NHS privatisation
regulations due to come into effect on 1 April will not
force clinical commissioning groups to put health services
out to competitive tender—in spite of legal analysis
showing that they are just as bad as the first such regulations.
Since the warnings about the Health and Social Care
Bill have turned out to be true, if NHS services are
privatised, will the Deputy Prime Minister resign?

The Deputy Prime Minister: This is typical
scaremongering from the Labour party. It was the hon.
Lady’s party that wasted £250 million of taxpayers’
money subsidising the private sector in a deliberate act

to undermine the NHS. It is the Government who have
made it illegal, directly in the Health and Social Care
Act 2012, to have competition based on price rather
than on quality. The hon. Lady would know, if she
looked in detail at the new regulations—the so-called
section 75 regulations—that they make it quite clear
that clinical commissioning groups are not forced to
open services to competition unless they think it is
clinically justified in the interests of patients to do so.

Sir Bob Russell (Colchester) (LD): I advise my right
hon. Friend that a popular way of devolving power
away from Westminster and Whitehall would be to
abolish Essex county council and replace it with unitary
authorities.

The Deputy Prime Minister: We do not presently have
any plans to do what my hon. Friend recommends, and
which he has recommended consistently over a long
period. I hope that he acknowledges, however, that we
have already launched eight city deals to give new
powers to the eight largest cities outside London and
the south-east. That will be followed this year by 20 further
city deals, which are still to be concluded, and a massive
devolution of financial power to local councils so that
they retain business rates, starting next month.

T8. [149777] Nic Dakin (Scunthorpe) (Lab): It is not
only unfair but poor value for money for disabled people
in specially adapted homes to be hit by the pernicious
bedroom tax. Will the Deputy Prime Minister commit
the Government to look again at making it mandatory
to exempt disabled people from that disgraceful tax?

The Deputy Prime Minister: As the hon. Gentleman
knows, the spare room subsidy is not available to thousands
upon thousands of families who receive housing benefit
in the private rented sector but it is available to families
who receive the benefit in the social sector. Therefore,
we are trying to ensure that the two systems are fair. A
total of 1.8 million households are on the social housing
waiting list, yet taxpayers are subsidising 1 million
bedrooms that are not being used. That is what we are
trying to sort out, but I accept what he says: there will
be difficult cases that we need to be able to address
adequately. That is why we have provided millions of
pounds extra to the discretionary housing payment pot,
which now totals £150 million, and made a number of
other changes. During the implementation of the policy,
we will look at those cases and take further measures
where we think they are justified.

Charlie Elphicke (Dover) (Con): Does the Deputy
Prime Minister share my concern that three quarters of
Britons regard human rights as a charter for criminals
and the undeserving? Does he agree that there is time to
reform and modernise human rights in this country?

The Deputy Prime Minister: I certainly agree that
there is a chronic need to reform the way in which the
European Court of Human Rights processes cases. It
takes too long. Not enough people in the Court in
Strasbourg are equipped to deal with cases expeditiously.
That is why the former Secretary of State for Justice was
right to get an agreement with all signatories to the Court
to ensure, under the Brighton agenda, that the Court’s
procedures are reformed. That is the kind of sensible
reform we can all agree on.
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T9. [149778] IanLucas (Wrexham)(Lab):Myconstituent’s
adult son has spina bifida. He keeps his wheelchairs in
his spare box room and will lose £14 a week as a result
of the bedroom tax. Is that in accordance with Liberal
Democrat principles?

The Deputy Prime Minister: As I say, we have made a
number of changes already to the detail of the spare
room subsidy. We have provided a considerable amount
of extra money for discretionary housing payments.
Councils, including the council of the hon. Gentleman’s
constituent, have discretion to use that money and to
change the way the policy is adapted in practice. However,
we will, of course, look at these difficult cases, work
with councils and, if we need to, further adapt the way
in which the policy is implemented.

Andrew Stunell (Hazel Grove) (LD): I thoroughly
welcome what my right hon. Friend said about city
deals. Will he take note of the governance model for
Greater Manchester, and does he recognise the value of
a system that does not have a big mayoral figure?

The Deputy Prime Minister: I do not know which big
mayoral figure my right hon. Friend might be thinking
of, but I agree with him about the model of co-operation
between local authorities of different political persuasions
in Greater Manchester, which operates under the city
deal system. Greater Manchester is pioneering the earn-back
system, where Greater Manchester will be able to keep
more revenue for infrastructure investment in the local
area to the benefit of the people in Greater Manchester.
That may prove to be a model that others seek to
emulate elsewhere.

T10. [149779] Fiona Mactaggart (Slough) (Lab): The
Deputy Prime Minister will be aware that independent
researchers have concluded that the Budget and recent
welfare reforms will substantially increase child poverty
and material deprivation among children. Is he proud
of that?

The Deputy Prime Minister: As the hon. Lady will
know, we have set out some ideas on child poverty. In
addition to the existing poverty targets, which we are
duty-bound to seek to meet, we have tried to ensure that
the factors that hold back children from fulfilling their
potential—whether it is poor housing or poor education—
are addressed through measures such as the pupil premium;
there is £2.5 billion of extra money to help the most
deprived children in school. In addition, as of this
September, the Government are making 15 hours of
free pre-school support available to two-year-olds from
the most deprived families, something that her Government
never delivered.

Zac Goldsmith (Richmond Park) (Con): The Deputy
Prime Minister said that he wants to see cross-party
consensus on solutions to the airport capacity issue, so
can he explain why he and his party have welcomed the
re-inclusion of Heathrow into the Davies commission,
given that his party had already ruled it out for ever?
Surely that means he risks wasting an awful lot of
money and everyone’s time.

The Deputy Prime Minister: My hon. Friend rightly
says that I and my party are not persuaded at all of the
case for Heathrow expansion, but equally we should not

seek, and no party on either side of the House should seek,
to tie the hands of the independent commission looking
at this issue in the round. We will await with interest, as
I guess everybody will, the results of the interim report
of Howard Davies’s commission and its final report
after the next general election.

T13. [149783] Michael Connarty (Linlithgow and East
Falkirk) (Lab): Given the Deputy Prime Minister’s feeble
response to the question from the shadow Deputy Prime
Minister, in which he gave no safeguards that people,
including people from abroad, will not be able to buy
second homes with the mortgage subsidy, can he deal
with two other problems? First, all the analysts say that
this measure will create a housing bubble and inflate
house prices. Secondly, it will trap many people who
would not otherwise get on to the housing market in
sub-prime mortgages that they cannot afford in the
long run.

The Deputy Prime Minister: One would have thought
that a party that crashed the economy, sucked up to the
banks and let them get away with blue murder, and
presided over a massive housing boom and bust would
have a hint, a note of contrition in its questions about
the housing market. Why does the hon. Gentleman
want to deprive his constituents of the ability to get
their feet on the first rung of the property ladder? Why
does he want to deprive young families who want to
have a home they can call their own of the ability to do
so? Instead of constantly carping about our attempts to
fix the mess he and his colleagues left behind, perhaps
for once he should come up with some ideas of his own.

Neil Carmichael (Stroud) (Con): Does the Deputy
Prime Minister agree that the measures in the coalition’s
Budget for small and medium-sized businesses, including
introducing the business bank, changes to national
insurance and the industrial strategy, all add up to a
massive confidence boost for the small business sector?
That is great news for our economy, and we should be
right behind those measures.

The Deputy Prime Minister: I agree with my hon.
Friend. Of course, we all know that times are very
difficult and that the British economy is taking time to
heal. That is why it is a great tribute to the Chancellor
and his team that in the Budget we have none the less
found measures that will take 2 million people on low
pay out of paying income tax altogether, that will give
small employers and businesses around the country
£2,000 off to allow them to employ more people, and
that included £1 billion extra for the aerospace industry.
It means that people will not face the higher petrol and
fuel prices they would have faced under Labour, and it
has got rid of the beer escalator and made sure that we
ease the squeeze on household budgets.

Mr David Winnick (Walsall North) (Lab): Given that
the Deputy Prime Minister has changed his mind on
cash bonds for some visitors coming to the UK—a very
different policy from the one he advocated in his Opposition
days—could he put in the Library a list of the items he
believed in and argued for before the election, but which
he no longer believes in and, indeed, has totally changed
his position on?
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The Deputy Prime Minister: What I would put in the
Library, if the hon. Gentleman wishes, is the fact that
the last Labour Government removed exit controls on
our borders, so they had no idea who was leaving this
country and who was coming in. The reason why we
can pilot the so-called security bonds for people coming
here on temporary visas is that, unlike his Government,
we are reinstalling the exit checks that we have been
campaigning—as Liberal Democrats and now in
government—to reinstall for many years.

Stephen Metcalfe (South Basildon and East Thurrock)
(Con): Business growth in Basildon and Thurrock,
supported by Essex county council, is three times higher
than the regional average. Does my right hon. Friend
therefore agree that the recently introduced employment
allowance will encourage those new businesses to take
on their first, or an additional, employee, thus supporting
both businesses and those seeking work?

The Deputy Prime Minister: I agree with my hon.
Friend. This new employer’s allowance is a very exciting
way of encouraging small and medium-sized businesses,
which are the backbone of the British economy, to take
on more people. When it comes into effect it will mean
that a small employer will be able to employ someone
on up to about £22,000 without paying any national
insurance whatsoever.

Mr Barry Sheerman (Huddersfield) (Lab/Co-op): Did
the Deputy Prime Minister have any hand in the air-sea
rescue helicopter service being sold off or given to a
Texan company rather than to the British Navy and Air
Force? Is he responsible for that? Does he approve of it,
as it seems a rather strange decision?

The Deputy Prime Minister: I do if the service is
better and if the Department for Transport, which has
run this tender, is clearly persuaded that this is the best
way to ensure the safety and security of the British
people in the future and to do so at the best value for
taxpayers’ money. Those are precisely the criteria on
which everyone—any reasonable person—would judge
this decision.

Andrew George (St Ives) (LD): Cornwall may not
look like a city but, as my right hon. Friend knows, it
has both the ambition and the building blocks to negotiate
a deal with the Government on devolved powers. Will
he ensure that those ambitions can be fast-tracked to
reality?

The Deputy Prime Minister: My hon. Friend has been
a tireless campaigner, with his Cornish colleagues, for
emulating the idea of a city deal but adapting it for the
needs of Cornwall, now and in the future. I applaud him
for that, and I will make sure that he and his colleagues
can meet the Minister for cities and decentralisation, to
make the case directly for a bespoke deal for Cornwall
at some point in the future.

Ian Lavery (Wansbeck) (Lab): Is there any chance
that the announcements made about the housing package
in last week’s Budget could create a housing bubble
here in the UK and risk repeating the mistakes of the
United States sub-prime market?

The Deputy Prime Minister: The key way to make
sure that there is no repeat of the disastrous mismanagement
of the housing market that we saw under the previous
Government is to ensure that more homes are built.
That is why one significant component of the Help to
Buy announcement that the Chancellor made last week
is precisely that Government equity being put towards
the construction of new homes should lead to extra
construction activity and a further supply of housing.
The Budget also included an announcement of a further
15,000 social homes being built, in addition to the
several thousand more that are already in the pipeline.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr Speaker: Order. We had 23 questions in that
period but we must now move on.

ATTORNEY-GENERAL

The Attorney-General was asked—

Rule of Law

1. Yasmin Qureshi (Bolton South East) (Lab): What
recent representations he has received on the effect of
membership of the European convention on human
rights on the UK’s reputation for upholding the rule of
law. [149745]

The Attorney-General (Mr Dominic Grieve): I have
not received any recent representations on this subject,
but I am clear that the United Kingdom’s enviable
reputation for upholding the rule of law is closely linked
to our country’s commitment to the European convention
on human rights and to ensuring that those rights are
enshrined in our own laws.

Yasmin Qureshi: I thank the Attorney-General for
that answer. Some Government Members are talking
about exiting the European convention on human rights.
Will he assure us that that will not happen? I know that
he believes in the convention, so may I tell him that he
will have the support of Opposition Members in the
battle to ensure that we remain in it?

The Attorney-General: I have noticed, on occasion,
irritation in all parts of the House about the operation
of the European convention on human rights, but the
Government’s position remains clear: our adherence to
the convention is in the national interest.

Mr Edward Leigh (Gainsborough) (Con): Is it not
possible to be proud that this country created the European
convention on human rights in 1948 to counter communism
and fascism while also being dismayed that, because of
judicial activism, the Court is interfering in the rights of
this democratic Assembly to come to its own conclusions
on issues such as prisoner voting rights?

The Attorney-General: My hon. Friend is right to say
that the United Kingdom has not been uncritical of the
way in which the European Court of Human Rights
has operated. That is why we initiated the negotiation
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with other countries which led to the Brighton declaration.
We believe that the principles of subsidiarity should be
re-emphasised, that the selection of judges should
be improved and that the backlog of the Court needs to
be addressed. Those are important reform packages. We
were successful in getting agreement on them last year,
and we intend now to see that they are implemented.

Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab): Does the
Attorney-General agree that it is simply not possible or
right to start picking and choosing which decisions of
the European Court of Human Rights we agree or disagree
with? We are signed up to that charter, which guarantees
the human rights of people all over Europe, including in
this country. Surely that is something of which we
should be proud rather than trying to undermine it all
the time, as many of his Back Benchers consistently do.

The Attorney-General: The convention is an international
legal obligation that we take extremely seriously and I
have no doubt that our adherence to it is extremely
helpful in raising standards of human rights elsewhere
and in countries that have much poorer track records.
The advantages to be derived from such an international
legal obligation applied across countries need to be
weighed in the balance when people are critical of how
it is sometimes interpreted.

Dr Julian Huppert (Cambridge) (LD): Will the Attorney-
General ensure that all Ministers and members of his
own party are at all times honest and accurate about
both the Human Rights Act and the European convention
on human rights?

The Attorney-General: I am quite sure that all my
right hon. and hon. Friends always strive for accuracy
in this department. It has to be said that I sometimes
open my newspaper and am quite surprised to read
some of the material published on the subject, so if
anyone relies on such newspaper articles, it may be that
they are likely to be misled.

Kelvin Hopkins (Luton North) (Lab): Will the Attorney-
General confirm very simply that the European convention
on human rights was founded by the Council of Europe
and is nothing to do with the European Union, and that
it is legitimate to be against the European Union while
being supportive of the European convention on human
rights?

The Attorney-General: The hon. Gentleman is absolutely
right.

Mr Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con): Is it true that
some of the judges on the Court that enforces the
European convention have no legal training whatsoever?

The Attorney-General: I would be hesitant to make such
a comment. It is true that the judges are sometimes
appointed from academic backgrounds, but it is worth
bearing in mind that our national judiciary, apart from
the fact that they have sometimes sat part time as
judges, are not formally trained for judicial office even
domestically. One must be a little wary of making such
a sweeping statement, but there is no doubt, as I said,
that the quality of the judiciary needs to be improved.

Mr Angus Brendan MacNeil (Na h-Eileanan an Iar)
(SNP): Given that one of the early backers of the
European convention on human rights was Winston
Churchill, does that not add an historical tone as to why
it would be irresponsible to remove oneself from the
convention?

The Attorney-General: I certainly agree with the hon.
Gentleman that Winston Churchill was a great proponent
of the convention’s coming into force. It was supported
on both sides of the House. There were some hesitations
at the time, but it was undoubtedly seen as a marked
step change in improving human rights on the European
continent.

Human Trafficking

2. Fiona Mactaggart (Slough) (Lab): What assessment
he has made of the effectiveness of prosecutions for
human trafficking and related offences; and if he will
make a statement. [149746]

The Solicitor-General (Oliver Heald): As a member of
the interdepartmental ministerial group on human
trafficking, I keep the effectiveness of prosecutions for
that very serious form of crime under review. Wherever
possible, the Crown Prosecution Service brings prosecutions
for human trafficking or other related offences.

Fiona Mactaggart: Has the Solicitor-General asked
for advice on the letter signed by a dozen charities on
28 April, which predicts that when the EU trafficking
directive comes into force on 6 April the UK will be in
breach of the following: the protection of victims during
criminal procedures, access to compensation and legal
assistance, and the provision of a guardian for trafficked
children during legal proceedings? What is he going to
do about that?

The Solicitor-General: As the hon. Lady will know—I
hope she will forgive me—we do not, as Law Officers,
explain when and where we have given advice. Her point
is very important, however. Victims of human trafficking
need to be identified and it is important that they
should not be prosecuted or treated disrespectfully once
that is known. That is one of the points being discussed
in the interdepartmental ministerial group and she is
right to highlight it.

Mr Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): My hon.
Friend referred to the interdepartmental ministerial
group. Is not one of the problems that there are lots of
different Acts of Parliament? Would there be any merit
in pulling all the different Acts together in a consolidation
Act on modern day slavery?

The Solicitor-General: I pay tribute to my hon. Friend
for his work in this area. It is possible to consider
putting a number of laws into a consolidating statute,
but the problem is that we tend as a House of Commons
to say, “We have these laws. Do we want to spend time
consolidating them when we might have other matters
to deal with?” Taking such an action was recommended
in the recent report from the Centre for Social Justice,
however. I have discussed it with the authors and the
interdepartmental ministerial group will consider it.
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Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): Northern Ireland
has had a number of convictions for human trafficking,
and there are cases pending. Legislation will soon be
introduced in the Northern Ireland Assembly by my
colleague, Lord Morrow. Will the Solicitor-General outline
the co-operation across all regions of the United Kingdom
to tackle human trafficking?

The Solicitor-General: As the hon. Gentleman will
know, there has been considerable co-operation and
co-ordination of effort, particularly over intelligence
and how those offences can be disrupted. Of course,
there is an issue about the new National Crime Agency
and exactly how it will operate—he will be aware of the
situation and the ongoing discussions. It is important
that there is that co-ordination of effort, which happens
across the United Kingdom and the wider world, in
trying to tackle the problem.

Serious Fraud Office

3. Kevin Brennan (Cardiff West) (Lab): What recent
assessment he has made of the success rate, measured
by convictions, of investigations by the Serious Fraud
Office. [149747]

The Attorney-General (Mr Dominic Grieve): The SFO
has a 71% conviction rate by defendant for the current
financial year to date. It prosecutes highly specialised
cases, the number of which is small, so year-on-year
change in the rate is not a particularly good indicator of
trends. Although there is always room for improvement,
I am broadly pleased with the SFO’s conviction rate.
The report by Her Majesty’s Crown Prosecution Service
inspectorate in November last year found that the outcomes
in SFO cases demonstrate that it can deliver under
pressure. There will be a follow-up inspection within the
next year.

Kevin Brennan: SFO investigations have increased in
duration to 28.8 months on average, success rates are
down, as the Attorney-General has just told us, and its
previous director handed out £1 million to departing
staff without authorisation. Can the Attorney-General
tell us how much money will have to be set aside on his
watch for legal fees and damages as a result of botched
investigations by the SFO?

The Attorney-General: I take it that the final part of
that was the question and the rest was comment. The
position is that at the moment the SFO is handling
ongoing civil litigation within its budget. In so far as it
requires further resources, it will speak to the Treasury.

Miss Anne McIntosh (Thirsk and Malton) (Con): Will
my right hon. and learned Friend explain to the House
that the way those statistics are recorded changed three
or four years and outline the reason for that change?

The Attorney-General: My hon. Friend is right that
the statistics for SFO cases were previously based on the
number of defendants sentenced, rather than those
convicted. Consequently, because the number of cases
is very small, we can get huge statistical shifts simply by

looking at it in a different way. That is why, as I
explained earlier, I do not think that trends in the
statistics are a good indication of performance. Overall,
I prefer to rely on HMCPSI’s report.

Emily Thornberry (Islington South and Finsbury)
(Lab): As the Attorney-General knows, the offence of
misconduct in public office occurs when a public officer,
without reasonable excuse,
“wilfully neglects to perform his duty and/or wilfully misconducts
himself… to such a degree as to amount to an abuse of the
public’s trust in the office holder.”

Is he aware of any reason why the former director of the
SFO, Richard Alderman, should not be investigated for
misconduct in public office over the circumstances of
his failure, as senior accounting officer, to obtain
authorisation for payments to senior staff members of
over £1 million?

The Attorney-General: As I am sure the hon. Lady is
aware, if it is thought that somebody has committed a
criminal offence and it will be subject to investigation,
that would not be a matter on which I could possibly
comment in the House.

Stephen Mosley (City of Chester) (Con): The SFO
received 2,731 tip-offs from members of the public last
year but launched only three investigations into information
supplied by the public. If members of the public report
something to the SFO, can they have confidence that it
will be investigated?

The Attorney-General: Yes, they can be confident that
the reports will be looked at. Indeed, there are other
routes by which reports might come to the SFO, including
through the City police and Action Fraud. There is
clearly a requirement for prioritisation, but the SFO
will examine and consider any reports it receives.

Conviction Rates

4. Mr Dominic Raab (Esher and Walton) (Con):
What steps he is taking to strengthen conviction rates.

[149748]

The Attorney-General (Mr Dominic Grieve): The Crown
Prosecution Service secures convictions in over 17 out
of every 20 cases. The Director of Public Prosecutions
has concentrated particularly on improving rape and
domestic violence outcomes for victims, and conviction
rates for both have improved substantially over the past
two years. As for the statistical performance of the
Serious Fraud Office, my hon. Friend will have heard
the answer I gave to the hon. Member for Cardiff West
(Kevin Brennan).

Mr Raab: I thank the Attorney-General for that
answer. For all the controversy over terrorism legislation,
LIBOR rate rigging and tax-dodging, terrorism convictions
plummeted by 77% over the past five years, convictions
for false accounting fell by 73%, and convictions for tax
evasion slumped to 107 under Labour. What action is
he taking to plug the gaping prosecutorial deficit left by
the previous Government?
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The Attorney-General: The Home Office is responsible
for producing official statistics on casework outcomes
in terrorism. The latest published Home Office data for
the year ending September 2012 indicate that 24 out of
29 defendants were convicted, at a conviction rate of 82.8%.
At that time, 134 prisoners classified as terrorists or domestic
extremists were convicted and remanded. On fraud,
the number of prosecutions has increased by 25% since
2010 and the conviction rate remains at 86.2%. On tax
evasion, in the financial year to date 86% of cases
originating with Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs
have resulted in conviction. I should like to write to my
hon. Friend about the overall figures on this.

Catherine McKinnell (Newcastle upon Tyne North)
(Lab): Does the Attorney-General share my concern
about the memo leaked by the CPS that showed there
was a risk of CPS prosecutors deliberately choosing
cases that were likely to crack because of lack of evidence,
in order to save costs?

The Attorney-General: I think that the conviction
rates speak for the efficiency of the CPS. I have seen
nothing to suggest that cases are not being pursued
outside the ordinary tests of public interest and the
reasonable prospect of getting a conviction. Obviously,
if those do not apply then there should not be a prosecution
at all. I am certainly not aware of there being any
fiddling and of decisions being made not to prosecute
certain cases that should be prosecuted.

Confiscation Orders

5. Chris Williamson (Derby North) (Lab): What steps
he is taking to increase the effectiveness of the pursuit
by the Crown Prosecution Service of high-value
confiscation orders. [149749]

The Attorney-General (Mr Dominic Grieve): The Crown
Prosecution Service is generally very effective in the pursuit
of high-value confiscation orders. My office and the
CPS are represented on the Home Office-led criminal
finances board, at which asset recovery performance is
discussed. Asset recovery is a long process. Assets are
often hidden. Third-party litigation, appeals against
conviction and confiscation orders all mean that the
enforcement of such orders may take a significant amount
of time. Due to the way in which the value of a
confiscation order is calculated, in many cases it is not
possible to recover the full amount that has been ordered.

Chris Williamson: Four out of five of the largest
confiscation orders sought by the CPS in the past three
years have concerned VAT fraud. Will the Attorney-General
ensure that prosecuting these high-value and highly
complex fraud cases is prioritised by the CPS?

The Attorney-General: I assure the hon. Gentleman
that I will raise the matter with the CPS, but I have no
reason to think that it is not doing that. The evidence
suggests overall—I cannot break it down for VAT fraud—
that year on year the amount being confiscated is rising
from what was a very low and rather unsuccessful level
after the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 first came into
force. In the past year, £107 million was realised through
confiscation. I will write to him about his specific point
on VAT.

Minimum Wage: Evasion

6. Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North) (Lab):
What recent assessment he has made of the effectiveness
of the Crown Prosecution Service as a prosecutor of
employers who evade the minimum wage. [149750]

The Solicitor-General (Oliver Heald): The Crown
Prosecution Service decides whether to prosecute national
minimum wage cases, but the cases are investigated by
Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs. Since 2010, three
cases have been referred to the CPS by HMRC, two of
which resulted in convictions, most recently in February
2013, where the defendant was fined £1,000.

Diana Johnson: Shockingly, there were no prosecutions
for minimum wage evasion in 2011 or 2012. If the
Government are really serious about dealing with low-skilled
immigration and its causes, why have they not been
enforcing the minimum wage legislation properly?

The Solicitor-General: It is important to bear in mind
that HMRC has two sorts of powers that it can use:
criminal investigation, which we have already discussed,
and the civil powers that enable it to look at the books and
then to impose penalties and recover arrears. It is for
HMRC to decide on the best way forward. The hon.
Lady is right that these are important matters.

John Cryer (Leyton and Wanstead) (Lab): Is the
Solicitor-General aware that the number of relevant
inspections by HMRC has been falling for the past two
or three years? Does that not make the sort of convictions
that he is talking about less likely in the future?

The Solicitor-General: These are important matters
and I will pass the hon. Gentleman’s comments on to
Treasury Ministers. It is important that this matter is
taken seriously and that there is proper enforcement.
The Government certainly consider it to be an important
matter.

Rape

7. Stephen Doughty (Cardiff South and Penarth)
(Lab/Co-op): What recent assessment he has made of
the effectiveness of the Crown Prosecution Service in
rape prosecutions. [149751]

The Solicitor-General (Oliver Heald): The conviction
rate for rape cases has increased from 59.4% in 2009-10
to 63.4% in the current year.

Stephen Doughty: I thank the Solicitor-General for
his answer. However, in 2011-12, the CPS took no
further action in nearly half the cases that involved a
rape allegation that were referred to it by the police.
What reasons have the Law Officers identified for that?

The Solicitor-General: It is difficult to prosecute some
cases. Often, it is the word of one person against the
word of another. It is important in those circumstances
to ensure that the victim who is the witness is properly
supported. In addition, it is vital to have corroborative
evidence and to use it effectively. It is sometimes said

1467 146826 MARCH 2013Oral Answers Oral Answers



that there are a lot of incorrect allegations, but recent
research by the CPS shows that there are very few cases
of that sort. There has been a big improvement in the
conviction rate, but we cannot be complacent. As the hon.
Gentleman says, it is important to tackle this matter.

ROYAL ASSENT

Mr Speaker: I have to notify the House, in accordance
with the Royal Assent Act 1967, that Her Majesty has
signified her Royal Assent to the following Acts and
Measures:

SupplyandAppropriation(AnticipationandAdjustments)
Act 2013

Presumption of Death Act 2013

Mobile Homes Act 2013

Antarctic Act 2013

Welfare Benefits Up-rating Act 2013

Jobseekers (Back to Work Schemes) Act 2013

Diocese in Europe Measure 2013
Clergy Discipline (Amendment) Measure 2013.
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Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation Trust

12.32 pm

The Secretary of State for Health (Mr Jeremy Hunt):
With permission, Mr Speaker, I would like to make a
statement on the Government’s response to the Mid
Staffordshire NHS Foundation Trust public inquiry.

I congratulate my predecessor, my right hon. Friend
the Member for South Cambridgeshire (Mr Lansley),
on setting up the public inquiry and on the many changes
that he made in foreseeing its likely recommendations. I
also pay tribute to Robert Francis QC for his work in
producing a seminal report that will, I believe, mark a
turning point in the history of the NHS.

Many terrible things happened at Mid Staffs, in what
has rightly been described as the NHS’s darkest hour.
Both the current and former Prime Minister have
apologised. However, when people have suffered on
such a scale and died unnecessarily, our greatest
responsibility lies not in our words, but in our actions.
Our actions must ensure that the NHS is what every
health professional and patient wants: a service that is
true to NHS values, that puts patients first, and that
treats people with dignity, respect and compassion.

The Government accept the essence of the inquiry’s
recommendations and will respond to them in full in
due course. However, given the urgency of the need for
change, I am today announcing the key elements of our
response so that we can proceed to implementation as
quickly as possible. I have divided our response into five
areas: preventing problems from arising by putting the
needs of patients first; detecting problems early; taking
action promptly; ensuring that there is robust accountability;
and leadership. Let me take each in turn.

To prevent problems from arising in the first place, we
need to embed a culture of zero harm and compassionate
care throughout the NHS; a culture in which the needs
of patients are central, whatever the pressures of a busy,
modern health service. As Robert Francis said,

“The system as a whole failed in its most essential duty—to
protect patients from unacceptable risks of harm and from
unacceptable, and in some cases inhumane, treatment that should
never be tolerated in any hospital.”

At the heart of this problem is the fact that current
definitions of success for hospitals fail to prioritise the
needs of patients. Too often, the focus has been on
compliance with regulation rather than on what those
regulations aim to achieve. Furthermore, the way hospitals
are inspected is fundamentally flawed, with the same
generalist inspectors looking at slimming clinics, care
homes and major teaching hospitals—sometimes in the
same month. We will therefore set up a new regulatory
model under a strong, independent chief inspector of
hospitals, working for the Care Quality Commission.
Inspections will move to a new specialist model based
on rigorous and challenging peer review. Assessments
will include judgments about hospitals’overall performance,
including whether patients are listened to and treated with
dignity and respect, the safety of services, responsiveness,
clinical standards and governance.

The Nuffield Trust has reported on the feasibility of
assessments and Ofsted-style ratings, and I am very
grateful for its thorough work. I agree with its conclusion
that there is a serious gap in the provision of clear,
comprehensive and trusted information on the quality

of care. In order therefore to expose failure, recognise
excellence and incentivise improvement, the chief inspector
will produce a single aggregated rating for every NHS
trust. Because the patient experience will be central
to the inspection, it will not be possible for hospitals to
get a good inspection result without the highest standards
of patient care.

The Nuffield Trust rightly says, however, that in
organisations as large and as complex as hospitals, a
single rating on its own would be misleading. The chief
inspector will therefore also assess hospital performance
at speciality or department level. This will mean that
cancer patients will be told of the quality of cancer
services, and prospective mothers the quality of maternity
services. We will also introduce a chief inspector of
social care and look into the merits of a chief inspector
of primary care to ensure that the same rigour is
applied across the health and care system.

We must also build a culture of zero harm throughout
the NHS. This does not mean there will never be
mistakes, just as a safety-first culture in the airline
industry does not mean there are no plane crashes, but
it does mean an attitude to harm that treats it as totally
unacceptable and takes enormous trouble to learn from
mistakes. We await the report on how to achieve this in
the NHS from Professor Don Berwick. Zero harm
means listening to and acting on complaints, so I will
ask the chief inspector to assess hospital complaints
procedures, drawing on the work being done by the
right hon. Member for Cynon Valley (Ann Clwyd)and
Professor Tricia Hart to look at best practice.

Given that one of the central complaints of nurses is
that they are required to do too much paperwork and
thus spend less time with patients, I have asked the NHS
Confederation to review how we can reduce the bureaucratic
burden on front-line staff and NHS providers by a
third. I will also be requiring the new Health and Social
Care Information Centre to use its statutory powers to
eliminate duplication and reduce bureaucratic burdens.

Secondly, we must have a clearer picture of what is
happening within the NHS and social care system so
that, where problems exist, they are detected more
quickly. As Francis recognised, the disjointed system of
regulation and inspection smothered the NHS, collecting
too much information but producing too little intelligence.
We will therefore introduce a new statutory duty of
candour for providers to ensure that honesty and
transparency are the norm in every organisation, and
the new chief inspector of hospitals will be the nation’s
whistleblower-in-chief.

To ensure that there is no conflict in that role, the CQC
will no longer be responsible for putting right any problems
identified in hospitals. Its enforcement powers will be
delegated to Monitor and the NHS Trust Development
Authority, which it will be able to ask to act when necessary.
We know that publishing survival results improves
standards, as has been shown in heart surgery, so I am
very pleased that we will be doing the same for a further
10 disciplines—cardiology, vascular, upper gastrointestinal,
colorectal, orthopaedic, bariatric, urological, head and
neck, and thyroid and endocrine surgery.

The third part of our response is to ensure that any
concerns are followed by swift action. The problem with
Mid Staffs was not that the problems were unknown; it
was that nothing was done. The Francis report sets out
a timeline of around 50 warning signs between 2001
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and 2009, yet Ministers and managers in the wider system
failed to act on those warnings. Some were not aware of
them; others dodged responsibility. That must change.
No hospital will be rated as good or outstanding if
fundamental standards are breached, and trusts will be
given a strictly limited period of time to rectify any such
breaches. If they fail to do that, they will be put into a
failure regime that could ultimately lead to special
administration and the automatic suspension of the
board.

The fourth part of our response concerns accountability
for wrongdoers. It is important to say that what went
wrong at Mid Staffs was not typical of our NHS, and
that the vast majority of doctors and nurses give excellent
care day in, day out. We must ensure that the system
does not crush the innate sense of decency and compassion
that drives people to give their lives to the NHS.

Francis said that primary responsibility for what
went wrong at Mid Staffs lies with the board. We will,
therefore, look at new legal sanctions at corporate level
for organisations that wilfully generate misleading
information or withhold information that they are required
to provide. We will also consult on a barring scheme
to prevent managers found guilty of gross misconduct
from finding a job in another part of the system. In
addition, we intend to change the practices around
severance payments, which have caused great public
disquiet.

The General Medical Council, the Nursing and
Midwifery Council, and other professional regulators
have been asked to tighten their procedures for breaches
of professional standards. I will wait to hear how they
intend to do that, and for Don Berwick’s conclusions
on zero harm, before deciding whether it is necessary to
take further action. The chief inspector will also ensure
that hospitals are meeting their existing legal obligations
to ensure that unsuitable health care support workers
are barred.

The final part of our response will be to ensure that
NHS staff are properly led and motivated. As Francis
said,
“all who work in the system, regardless of their qualifications or
role, must recognise that they are part of a very large team who all
have but one objective, the proper care and treatment of their
patients”.

Today I am announcing some important changes in
training for nurses. I want NHS-funded student nurses
to spend up to a year working on the front line as
support workers or health care assistants as a prerequisite
for receiving funding for their degree. That will ensure
that people who become nurses have the right values
and understand their role. Health care support workers and
adult social care workers will now have a code of
conduct and minimum training standards, both of which
are being published today. I will also ask the chief
inspector to ensure that hospitals are properly recruiting,
training and supporting health care assistants, drawing
on the recommendations being produced by Camilla
Cavendish. The Department of Health will learn from
the criticisms of its own role by becoming the first
Department in which every civil servant will have real
and extensive experience of the front line.

The events at Stafford Hospital were a betrayal of the
worst kind—a betrayal of patients, families, and the
vast majority of NHS staff who do everything in their
power to give their patients the high-quality, compassionate

care they deserve. I want Mid Staffs to be not a byword
for failure but a catalyst for change, and to create an
NHS where everyone can be confident of safe, high-quality,
compassionate care, and where best practice becomes
common practice, and the way a person is made to feel
as a human being is every bit as important as the
treatment they receive. That must be our mission and I
commend this statement to the House.

12.43 pm

Andy Burnham (Leigh) (Lab): I thank the Secretary
of State for his statement and for the measured way in
which he introduced it.

The NHS is 65 this year, and if it is to be ready for the
challenges of this century, it must learn from the darkest
hours of its past. The NHS was founded on compassion
and, as the Secretary of State said, what happened at
Stafford was a betrayal of that. Rightly, apologies have
been given, but it is now time to act and make this a
moment of change.

Robert Francis delivered 290 careful recommendations
after a three-year public inquiry and, like the Secretary
of State, I pay tribute to him today. In response, the
Prime Minister promised a detailed response to each
recommendation by the end of this month. Although
the Opposition welcome much of what the Secretary of
State has said today, his statement falls short of that
promised full response and contains serious omissions
on which I would like to press him, in particular, on
four of Robert Francis’s flagship recommendations,
which I shall take in turn.

First, we welcome the move to place a duty of candour
on health-care providers and believe it could help bring
about the culture change the NHS needs. The Francis
report, however, goes further and recommends a duty
of candour on individual members of staff. Will the
Secretary of State say more about why he has only
accepted this recommendation in part and not applied
it to staff ? Has he ruled that out or is he prepared to
give it further consideration?

Will the Secretary of State assure the House that the
duty will apply equally to all providers of NHS services,
including private providers? His statement was a little
vague on that point. More generally, with more private
providers coming into the NHS, is it not the case that
we will not get the transparency we need unless the
provisions of freedom of information apply fully to all
holders of NHS contracts and information cannot be
withheld under commercial confidentiality?

Secondly, on patient voice, the Government have
announced new chief inspectors of hospitals and social
care. Those were not Francis recommendations and,
while we give them a cautious welcome, I am sure that
the Secretary of State will agree that regulation alone
will not be enough to prevent another Mid Staffs.
Instead, we need a powerful patient voice in every
community that is able to sound the alarm if things are
going wrong. Rather than pulling down the shutters, as
the NHS has a tendency to do, complaints should be
embraced as opportunities to learn and improve.

It is just a matter of days until the new NHS comes
into being and the concern is that patient voice has not
been embedded at the heart of the new system. A third
of councils say that their local healthwatch will not be
up and running by the 1 April deadline, and there are
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wide variations in both structure and membership. Will
the Government accept Robert Francis’s recommendation
of a consistent basic structure for healthwatch programmes
throughout the country before it is too late and they go
their separate ways?

Thirdly, on regulation and training, Robert Francis
has made a very clear case for a new system of regulation
of health care assistants to improve basic standards—a
case that we made during the passage of the Health and
Social Care Act 2012—yet it did not feature in the
Secretary of State’s statement. Have the Government
accepted in principle the regulation of health care assistants?

We support moves to rebalance nurse training and to
include more hands-on experience, but student nurses
already spend 50% of their time in clinical practice and
face significant financial barriers when completing their
training. Will the Secretary of State assure the House
that requiring a year on the ward will not increase the
financial barriers to young people entering nursing and,
if more trainees are to be on the wards, will he ensure
that there are enough staff with the time to train the
extra students?

That takes me to my fourth point and the most glaring
omission from the Secretary of State’s statement, namely
safe staffing levels. We will never get the right culture on
our wards if they are understaffed and over-stretched,
but there is evidence that things are going in the wrong
direction and the Secretary of State was silent on the
issue today.

The CQC has recently reported that one in 10 hospitals
in England do not have adequate staffing levels. Just
last week, work force figures showed that there had
been a reduction of 843 nurses between November and
December last year. Does that not sound the clearest of
alarm bells that some parts of the NHS are already in
danger of forgetting the lessons of its recent past by
cutting the front line too far? Do not communities need
a clear, objective benchmark so that they can challenge
staffing levels on wards, and would it not be a great help
to them for the Francis recommendation on staff-patient
ratios to be accepted? We learned last week that the
Department has handed £2.2 billion from last year’s
budget back to the Treasury. Surely that money would
have been better invested in the front line and in bringing
all hospitals in England back up to safe staffing levels.

Finally, I want to turn to Stafford hospital itself,
which Monitor has recommended should be placed in
administration. This doubt about the hospital’s future
will be causing real concern to the people of Stafford.
After all they have been through, I think we can all
agree that they deserve a safe and sustainable hospital,
and I hope the Secretary of State will soon set out a
plan to achieve that.

Learning the lessons of Stafford cannot be done
overnight. We all have to play our part. The Government
have made a start today, but much more needs to be
done and we will hold them to that.

Mr Hunt: The right hon. Gentleman talks about glaring
omissions in the Government’s response, but there were
glaring omissions in his response too. Where was the
apology for Labour’s targets culture that led to so many
of the problems; the apology for failing to set up a

regulatory structure that had proper safeguards; and
the apology for missing all those warning signs? This
was not just the darkest day in NHS history, but the
darkest day in Labour’s management of the NHS. It is
time the Labour party recognised the policy mistakes it
made.

Let me go through what the right hon. Gentleman
says are omissions. First, on the duty of candour, we
accept the principle of the duty of candour when it
applies to hospital boards, but we want to be absolutely
sure that there are not unintended consequences of
applying it to hospital staff, because another part of the
Francis report is on the importance of a culture of
openness and transparency, and we do not want a
culture of fear. We have therefore not ruled out criminal
sanctions for hospital employees who breach a duty of
candour—they already have a contractual duty of candour
—but, as I said in my statement, we want to wait for the
result of Don Berwick’s report on zero harm to ensure
that we do not take any measure that impedes the
openness we need in hospitals.

The inspection regime will apply to all providers. It is
important that it should, but I remind the right hon.
Gentleman, who mentioned private providers, that the
problems happened at an NHS hospital. Trying to turn
this into a debate on privatisation tells people that
Labour is missing the point in the response to Francis.

We will not introduce statutory regulation of health
care assistants, but we will introduce minimum standards
of training for them. We will not introduce statutory
regulation because we believe there is a risk that a
database of 0.5 million to 1.5 million people could end
up being a box-ticking exercise that fails to raise standards
in the way we need. We believe we have another way to
achieve the same end, which is what we will implement.

On nurse training, we believe it is important that
nurses have hands-on experience of the front line, because
nurses, when they are properly qualified, will be managing
health care assistants. It is therefore important that
nurses understand what it is like to be a health care
assistant. We will be very careful in how we implement
that to ensure that we do not create financial barriers
because, obviously, we want to attract the best people
into nursing, regardless of income.

On staffing levels and nursing numbers, I remind the
right hon. Gentleman that the problems at Mid Staffs
happened when Labour was in power, when budgets were
going up quite significantly, and when numbers were going
up. To distil the problem to one of numbers is, again, to
miss the point. This is about the values of the people on
the ward. If he wants to talk about numbers, he must
accept that, because this Government have protected
the NHS budget, which he wants to cut from its current
levels, there are 6,000 more clinical staff in the NHS
today than there were at the time of the last election.

On Stafford hospital, it is extremely important that,
when we have problems such as the ones at Mid Staffs,
we create a structure that makes it impossible not to
deal with them. That is a difficult process. We are
announcing today a time-limited process to ensure that
Ministers and the system cannot duck difficult decisions
when we have a failing hospital. Obviously, we will follow
the Monitor trust special administrators’recommendations
and look at them carefully, but it is important to address
the issues. The wrong thing to do would be to fail to do
so, because that would lead to clinical failure.
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I welcome the fact that the right hon. Gentleman broadly
accepts the Francis recommendations. He asked whether
we would respond to all of them. The inquiry was a
public inquiry, which he refused to set up. As a result of
that detailed public inquiry, there are 290 recommendations.
It takes time to go through all of them in detail, but I
thought it was right to come to the House today with
our initial response so that we can get cracking with the
important things right away.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr Speaker: Order. Dozens of colleagues are seeking
to catch my eye, but I remind the House that the
Government have scheduled today three ministerial
statements on important matters, and colleagues will
note that there are three Back Bench-inspired debates
to follow, in which 48 hon. Members are interested in
speaking. There is therefore a real premium on time,
and I must appeal for single, short supplementary questions
and characteristically pithy replies.

Mrs Cheryl Gillan (Chesham and Amersham) (Con):
I thank the Secretary of State for coming to the House
and making a statement that helps to restore our confidence
in the NHS, which has been so badly undermined by
Labour’s appalling stewardship. Will he take steps to
ensure that any complaints procedure provides protection
to patients and relatives who raise concerns?

Mr Hunt: My right hon. Friend makes an important
point. The thing about complaints procedures is that we
must have a system that is not about process and
whether there is a response to a complaint in three days.
The question is whether a hospital looks at and learns
from a complaints procedure and changes its behaviour.
That is what the right hon. Member for Cynon Valley
(Ann Clwyd) and Professor Tricia Hart are looking
into. Hospitals will be inspected against best practice to
try to encourage as many of them as possible to adopt
the very best complaints procedures.

Ms Gisela Stuart (Birmingham, Edgbaston) (Lab):
The Secretary of State has announced that he will
consult on a barring scheme to prevent managers who
are found guilty of gross misconduct from finding a job
in another part of the system. To how many managers
of Mid Staffordshire would he expect that to apply?

Mr Hunt: The hon. Lady will know that, when it
comes to individuals—appalled as I am, and as appalled
as all hon. Members are, by what happened at Mid
Staffs—I must try not to prejudge due process. If we are
to bar people from employment, we must have a fair
process and system and a right of appeal, which is
required under our law anyway. However, I would not
expect any manager responsible for the kind of things
that happened at Mid Staffs to be able to get a job in the
health service ever again.

John Pugh (Southport) (LD): Peter Walsh from Action
against Medical Accidents has described the legally
enforceable duty of candour as the
“the biggest advance in patient safety and patients rights in the
history of the NHS.”

Does the Secretary of State agree?

Mr Hunt: I listened to Peter Walsh’s thoughtful
contribution to the “Today” programme this morning.
We will consider carefully whether to apply the statutory
duty of candour, backed up with criminal sanctions, to
hospital employees. The review on zero harm and creating
the right culture in hospitals will report not in a long
time, but before the summer break, so it is right to wait
until we have it before making our final decision.

Mr Kevin Barron (Rother Valley) (Lab): The Francis
report said that three areas went wrong: the first was
unprofessional behaviour; the second was a lack of
leadership; and the third was that the overwhelming
prevalent factors were lack of staff in terms of both
absolute numbers and appropriate skills. Given that we
have lost thousands of nursing posts in the past few
years, is the Secretary of State missing the point?

Mr Hunt: If the right hon. Gentleman had listened to
what I have said, he would know that the number of
clinical staff has gone up by 6,000 since the last election,
which would not have been possible had we cut the
NHS budget, which is what Labour Front Benchers want.
It is important to ensure that we have the right numbers
in wards to care for people. That is exactly what the new
chief inspector will look at. There is evidence that
hospitals that have the highest and most respected
standards of care ensure they have adequate numbers
not just of nurses, but of health care assistants. The
whole NHS needs to learn the lesson that it must not
cut corners when it comes to care.

Jeremy Lefroy (Stafford) (Con): My right hon. Friend’s
welcome statement shows just how important the inquiry
was, and how vital its lessons will be for patient care and
safety. The royal colleges have a great responsibility.
Will he call them together on a regular basis to discuss
how they are checking and raising standards in their
professions to ensure first-class care for patients?

Mr Hunt: First, I thank my hon. Friend for his
extraordinarily tireless work and for the extremely measured
and mature attitude he has taken to the problems in the
hospital, which is on his patch. Hon. Members on both
sides of the House welcome that. He is right about the
role of the royal colleges. There are some challenging
suggestions in the Francis report for some of those
colleges, but when we are seeking to raise standards, it is
important that setting up that scorecard for the new
chief inspector happens with the help of the royal
colleges, whose business it is to raise standards in the
NHS.

Valerie Vaz (Walsall South) (Lab): I thank the Secretary
of State for his statement, and we welcome the continuation
of this discussion at the Health Committee. One of the
recommendations of Francis was for the Secretary of
State to look at the overlap between the CQC and Monitor,
both of which were involved and have accepted they
were part of the failings. Under the new inspection
regime, will the chief inspector report to the Secretary
of State or to the NHS Commissioning Board?

Mr Hunt: Neither. The chief inspector will report to
the CQC. The hon. Lady is right that one of the problems
is the overlapping roles and the confusion of roles. What
we are announcing today is a significant change in the
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responsibilities of the CQC. It will no longer be involved
in putting right problems in hospitals: its job will simply
be to identify problems, so it is not compromised in its
ability to be the nation’s whistleblower-in-chief. The
responsibility for putting right problems will lie with
Monitor, the NHS Trust Development Authority, the
NHS Commissioning Board and the wider NHS system.
We want to make sure that the chief inspector is
unconstrained and unconflicted, when his or her team
goes into hospitals, from shouting loudly if there is a
problem and continuing to shout loudly until it is solved.

Sir Tony Baldry (Banbury) (Con): These changes all
come against a background of other changes in the
NHS, such as clinical commissioning groups, Healthwatch
and health and wellbeing boards, and I wonder whether
my right hon. Friend would be kind enough to put in the
Library a plain person’s guide, so that we can understand
how these new regulators, inspectors and various other
bodies fit in with each other—who is accountable to
whom—so we as constituency MPs will know whom to
approach and on what occasion. I am sure that all these
changes are very welcome, but we need to understand
how they relate to each other.

Mr Hunt: I am sure that my hon. Friend’s sentiments
are shared on both sides of the House. Indeed, I could
have done with such a guide when I started this job last
September. I am happy to do as he requests, but from
today’s announcement the most important thing that
the country should know is that when it comes to
failures in care, the buck stops in one place. It will be the
chief inspector’s job to identify such failures and shout
publicly about them, and that will be an important
clarification that the system needs.

Yasmin Qureshi (Bolton South East) (Lab): This is
not a debate about private or public, but will the Secretary
of State ensure that the duty of candour is applied
equally to private providers of NHS services?

Mr Hunt: Yes, it will be, as it will to providers in the
social care sector.

Paul Burstow (Sutton and Cheam) (LD): Can the
Secretary of State confirm that it is his intention that
the statutory duty of candour—and the introduction of
a ratings system—will apply to home care and care
homes, not just NHS providers?

Mr Hunt: Yes, I can confirm that. My hon. Friend is
right, because part of the big change that we need is to
see a big increase in provision of domiciliary care, and
an increase in the standard of that care.

John Woodcock (Barrow and Furness) (Lab/Co-op):
The Secretary of State talks about severance and follow-on
employment. Does he think it is acceptable that when
the former chief executive of Morecambe Bay hospitals
trust had to step down in February last year, because of
the problems there, he was kept on the books in secret
and paid £250,000 from local trust budgets—which
could otherwise have gone to local health care—and
was transferred to the NHS Confederation where his
responsibilities could include teaching future leaders
and helping to redesign the system?

Mr Hunt: That is the kind of shocking practice that is
totally unacceptable.

Margot James (Stourbridge) (Con): I very much welcome
the return of student nurses to the wards for a year of
their training. Project 2000 has much to answer for. On
the subject of resourcing and staff to patient ratios, may
I remind my right hon. Friend that many of the reports
we have seen in the last few years, criticising hospitals
for poor care and lack of dignity in the care of older
people in particular, have shown that wards in the same
hospitals have had very different standards of care?
How can that be about resourcing?

Mr Hunt: My hon. Friend makes an important point.
It is important that these assessments are made not just
at an organisation level, but drill down into the different
parts of a hospital, and we have taken that message on
board from the Nuffield report on ratings. She is right
that it is not just about resources, but sometimes it is
about resources. Parts of a hospital can be understaffed
when it comes to people who are required to perform
basic and important roles in terms of care. Because it is
a complex picture—and because numbers can be part
of the problem, but are certainly not the whole problem—we
want a chief inspector who will take a holistic view of
every aspect of the performance of a hospital and be
able to give proper feedback that a hospital can use to
improve its performance.

Barbara Keeley (Worsley and Eccles South) (Lab):
May I press the Health Secretary on this point? I have
raised several times the point that adequate staffing levels
are crucial to patient safety and good care, but we seem
to dodge around saying that it is a question of values,
not of numbers. Francis said clearly that one of the
issues was numbers. I have given examples of my local
hospital, which views it as crucial that it has the right
staffing mix, which it adjusts every single day, for the
patients that it has. Will he stop avoiding this question
and address it directly, because one in 10 hospitals do
not have adequate staffing levels?

Mr Hunt: I am not avoiding it. I agree that adequate
staffing levels are essential to patient care. I remind the
hon. Lady that the shadow Health Secretary said to the
Francis inquiry:

“I do not think that the Government could ever mandate a
headcount in organisations. Whilst we could recommend staff
levels, we were moving into an era when trusts were being encouraged
to work differently and cleverly, and take responsibility for delivering
safe care whilst meeting targets”.

Mr William Cash (Stone) (Con): The Secretary of
State rightly talks about a betrayal of trust of the worst
kind, and he is right. He is also right about zero harm,
and about much else that he has done. But there is one
serious omission—of accountability—and that must be
robust and include the resignation of Sir David Nicholson.
I also apportion responsibility to those former Secretaries
of State who were not called to give evidence but bear a
heavy responsibility for not having done the right thing
at the right time.

Mr Hunt: My hon. Friend knows that I have a different
view of the level of responsibility of Sir David Nicholson,
but I agree that everyone working in the system at that
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time shares some responsibility for what happened. We
must make sure that it can never happen again. The
accountability that we are introducing, including criminal
sanctions for boards that fail in their statutory duties,
will be a significant change. The body that was responsible
for what went wrong at Mid Staffs, according to Francis,
was the board of the hospital, so that is where our focus
must be. Today is also about getting the right structures
outside the hospital to make sure there is accountability
there too.

Mark Durkan (Foyle) (SDLP): The Secretary of State
has referred to the fact the chief inspector will inspect
hospital performance at specialty or department level.
How will that be done? If records, paperwork and
bureaucracy are being reduced in hospitals, will hospitals’
own records be used to make those assessments or will
the inspector use other information?

Mr Hunt: Of course we need to rely on good information
being supplied by hospitals, and that is why we have
said today that it will be a criminal offence for hospitals
knowingly to supply wrong information. This goes back
to an earlier question, and we will work closely with
outside bodies, such as the royal colleges, to ensure that
we establish the best way to judge, for example, cancer
survival rates. One of the lessons of the success of
measuring heart surgery survival rates is the importance
of having a good risk-adjustment process in place. We
will do that across the other 10 specialties that I announced
today.

Dr Phillip Lee (Bracknell) (Con): Although I
acknowledge the Secretary of State’s genuine desire to
improve hospital standards by the introduction of his
new inspectorate, I am concerned about the further
reliance on systems above individual responsibility. Will
he assure the House that his new inspectorate will not
become yet another component of the merry-go-round
of management employment schemes currently found
in the NHS? Will he also assure me that those implicated
in previous hospital management scandals will not be
employed as inspectors in the future?

Mr Hunt: My hon. Friend is right: we have to ensure
that the inspectorate works in the successful way that
Ofsted has worked in the school system, and does not
make the mistakes that have been made by other regulators
inside the NHS system. It is important that it is based
on respected peer review, is thorough and is respected in
terms of the input that it is able to give hospitals on
improving their performance. We will work hard to
make sure that we deliver that.

Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North) (Lab):
Who is expected to pay for the additional year that
nurses will spend as health care assistants?

Mr Hunt: We are piloting the scheme to ensure that
we do not end up discriminating against nurses for
financial reasons. We want to attract the best people
into the profession, whatever their financial background.

Mr Edward Leigh (Gainsborough) (Con): Every time
there is a scandal, the response of the British political
establishment is to load more controls, accountability
and bureaucracy on professionals, yet every nurse and

doctor I meet is fed up with what already happens. As a
result of the reforms, will the Secretary of State assure
us that we will now trust professionals to get on with the
job they love?

Mr Hunt: I agree with those sentiments strongly. In
parallel to this process and these changes, I have asked
the NHS Confederation to recommend how we can
reduce the bureaucratic burden on hospital front-line
staff by a third, precisely because I want to avoid the
issues that my hon. Friend mentions. This is about
freeing up time for people at the front line, and one way
is to have an inspection system in which everyone has
confidence. Once there is the confidence that problems
will be identified, it becomes much easier, as has happened
in the education system, to give more freedom to people
on the front line.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I thank the Secretary
of State for his statement. The public inquiry has been
thorough, with new standards put in place and lessons
learned from the NHS in Staffordshire. Health in Northern
Ireland is a devolved matter. Will he confirm that the
report will be sent to the Northern Ireland Assembly
Health Minister, Edwin Poots, so that improvements
and guidelines can be improved for everyone in the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland?

Mr Hunt: I am happy to do so.

Mr Bernard Jenkin (Harwich and North Essex) (Con):
May I commend my right hon. Friend’s emphasis on
leadership? In Colchester, we have seen periods of good
and bad leadership, and good leadership is self-evidently
the right answer to hospital management. Can I therefore
ask him to lay more emphasis on what constitutes good
leadership and trust between good leaders and their
employees in the health service right through the system,
including from Sir David Nicholson downwards, and
not to rely overmuch on regulation, which is no substitute
for good leadership?

Mr Hunt: I agree wholeheartedly. It is very important
that we understand that the benefit of the new inspection
regime will not just be that it identifies failing hospitals,
but outstanding hospitals too, so that we have a good
model of leadership in the system from which other
managers can learn. Yes, it is really important to have
the right relationships between managers and their staff,
but we should not mandate or regulate that from the
centre. We want to have a system where people can learn
from each other.

Jane Ellison (Battersea) (Con): I received a distressing
piece of constituency casework yesterday that underlines
the importance of the announcement my right hon.
Friend has made today. Does he feel that his reforms
will build more of a culture of compassion in nursing
care?

Mr Hunt: That is at the heart of what the reforms
intend to achieve. An organisation as complex and as
large as the NHS needs corporate objectives and targets—
for example, we need to do a lot better on dementia—and
we do set system-wide objectives. However, we have to
ensure that those objectives, set by whichever party
happens to be in power, never compromise the fundamental
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care and compassion that needs to be at the heart of
what the NHS does. We are putting in the safeguards
that ensure that that cannot happen.

Naomi Long (Belfast East) (Alliance): Given the mobility
of both the work force and students, what discussions
has the Secretary of State had with the devolved
Administrations regarding the proposed changes to funding
nurse places and training?

Mr Hunt: We have not had those discussions yet, but
we will be introducing them through pilot schemes to
give the devolved Administrations plenty of time to talk
to us about any knock-on impacts they may have in
their areas.

Mr Aidan Burley (Cannock Chase) (Con): Does the
Secretary of State agree that the decision to grant
foundation trust status to Mid Staffs in 2008 was
catastrophic in terms of the trust taking its eye off the
ball and focusing on targets rather than on care, and
that, now it is being abolished just five years later, never
again must a Government pressurise a trust into a
particular organisational form just to validate its ideological
policy, rather than because it improves the care of
patients?

Mr Hunt: I would also like to thank my hon. Friend
for the work that he does for his local hospital in
difficult circumstances directly involved in this terrible
scandal. I agree with him: the corporate objective to
become a foundation trust overrode everything else in
the hospital, at huge expense to patient care. We must
never allow that to happen again.

John Glen (Salisbury) (Con): What most people want
when they use the NHS is a reliable, accessible service,
and to know that when something goes wrong somebody
will be held to account and brought to book. Clearly,
that has not happened. What can the Secretary of State
say to reassure our constituents that people will be held
accountable on an individual level, and that we will not
see this happen again?

Mr Hunt: That accountability is extremely important
and happens on many different levels. In particular, we
have professional codes of conduct for doctors and nurses,
so that in the exceptional situations where those codes
are breached, we know, as members of the public, they
will be held to account. Those are done at arm’s length
from the Government by the General Medical Council
and the Nursing and Midwifery Council, but we are
talking to them about why it is that still no doctor or
nurse has been struck off following what happened at
Mid Staffs—I think that is completely wrong.

Andrew George (St Ives) (LD): I know I repeat myself,
but adequate registered nurse-to-patient ratios are often
at the heart of these failings, yet on page 68 of the
report my right hon. Friend rejects the idea of any kind
of national benchmarking or guidelines with regard to
patient ratios. Will my right hon. Friend keep an open
mind and meet me, Professor Elizabeth Robb of the
Florence Nightingale Foundation and others from
the profession so that we can explore this issue?

Mr Hunt: We are not saying that minimum standards
of adequate staffing levels are not needed, but we reject
the idea that they should be mandated from the centre—I
think there is cross-party agreement on that. The chief
inspector will look at and highlight the reasons for poor
care and, if they are due to inadequate staffing levels,
ensure that something is done about it.

Sir Peter Bottomley (Worthing West) (Con): On the
rare occasions when a clinician or other member of
hospital staff raises a problem and it is not taken care
of, may I suggest that employers have a box in which to
put in a note saying what the problem is? There should
be a receipt so that if there is an inquiry later, it can be
shown what the hospital should have paid attention to
right at the beginning.

Mr Hunt: That sounds like something that would
definitely encourage the duty of candour that we have
been talking about today. I am sure that different hospitals
will want to have different ways of doing that, but we
will definitely note my hon. Friend’s comments.

Andrew Percy (Brigg and Goole) (Con): Staffing levels
are important, but so are bed numbers. Many of the
41,000 beds lost under the previous Government were
in my constituency. Consequently, we have massive
pressure on beds, wards on purple alerts and very high
mortality rates. Will any inspection regime include an
assessment of safe bed levels?

Mr Hunt: The inspection regime will of course cover
such issues as part of its inspection of whether basic
standards of care are being met. Yes, of course such
issues matter, but there are challenges beyond what an
inspection regime can deliver which we will need to
address to deal with these issues. In particular, a problem
we are wrestling with at the moment is who will take
responsibility for the frail elderly when they are discharged
from hospital. One reason why they stay in hospital for
a long time is because geriatricians are nervous about
sending them back into the community. They do not
think anyone will take responsibility for them and that
is something we have to look at.

Jackie Doyle-Price (Thurrock) (Con): On the respective
roles of CQC and Monitor, can my right hon. Friend
indicate that he expects Monitor to use the full regulatory
tools at its disposal and give appropriate challenge to
the boards of foundation trusts and hospitals where
failure is indicated?

Mr Hunt: My hon. Friend is absolutely right. One of
the changes we are announcing today is that, in the case
of foundation trusts, CQC will be delegating its enforcement
powers to Monitor so that it has more powers to insist
on necessary changes and ensure that fundamental
standards are not being breached.

Jonathan Evans (Cardiff North) (Con): Will my right
hon. Friend note that the Patients Association and
campaigners such as the Powell family in Wales will not
be satisfied by what he has had to say about the duty of
candour until we have a full statutory duty in line with
what Robert Francis recommended?
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Mr Hunt: We will have a full statutory duty, in line
with what Robert Francis says, when it comes to the
boards of hospitals. We are carefully considering whether
that should apply to individual hospital employees, but
we want to wait until we have Don Berwick’s review of
zero harm.

Dr Julian Lewis (New Forest East) (Con): Does my
right hon. Friend accept that the best system in the
world will not succeed if individuals who behave inhumanely
get away with it and people who observe them behaving
inhumanely do not report it? I therefore re-emphasise
what my hon. Friend the Member for Cardiff North
(Jonathan Evans) has just said: if individuals see this
inhumane behaviour, they must report it.

Mr Hunt: I agree with what my hon. Friend says.

Chris Heaton-Harris (Daventry) (Con): I congratulate
my right hon. Friend on his statement, particularly the
parts about where perverse effects of the old target
culture kick into the NHS. When the dust has settled on
the Francis report and its conclusions, will he look at
targets that affect the ambulance service and how they
directly affect rural communities across the country?

Mr Hunt: We will absolutely do that, but I should
also reassure my hon. Friend that the inspection regime
will apply to the ambulance service as well as hospital
trusts.

Charlotte Leslie (Bristol North West) (Con): I very
much welcome the Secretary of State’s statement, but
does he share my sorrow that it has taken so long and so
many deaths to reach this stage, when Labour was
presented with reports by Don Berwick himself highlighting
bad quality assessment, when 120 bodies had overlapping
responsibilities and when he said that patient safety was
not central to the NHS? Is it not tragic that it has taken
this long?

Mr Hunt: I thank my hon. Friend. Sadly, I agree with
her sentiments. We have a responsibility to ensure that
we have structures in place that make it impossible to
delay addressing these difficult issues. That is the central
challenge that I now face.

Kris Hopkins (Keighley) (Con): We are fortunate to
have a high-performing general hospital in Keighley
and Ilkley, but does my right hon. Friend agree that
even hospitals such as Airedale hospital must not be
complacent? Quality must be paramount. Every member
of staff has a responsibility to deliver the high level of
compassionate care that he spoke about.

Mr Hunt: I agree with my hon. Friend. I visited Airedale
hospital and was very impressed with the level of care I
saw there. It is one of the only hospital trusts in the
country—if not the only one—where doctors can see

the full history of what patients going into A and E
have been prescribed by their GPs, which has an important
impact on patient safety.

Mr Nick Gibb (Bognor Regis and Littlehampton)
(Con): I congratulate my right hon. Friend on the
action he has taken, particularly re-instilling the importance
of compassion in the NHS and the changes he is
proposing to the training of nurses. Can he inform the
House of any other NHS trust where similar concerns
are being investigated?

Mr Hunt: One of the problems at the moment is that
we do not have a good way of identifying other hospitals.
The hospital inspection regime will start this year. That
will obviously be the start, but prior to that we are
conducting an investigation into 14 hospitals with higher
than average mortality rates. That is one indicator: it
might not mean there is a problem, but it is something
we think is worth checking out.

Finally, let me say that my hon. Friend has an extremely
good record on improving standards in education by
understanding the importance of rigour. That is something
we can learn from in the inspection regime for hospitals.

Mr Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con): Will my right
hon. Friend ensure that any revised patient care ratings
include an enhanced emphasis on the degree to which
things are explained clearly to patients and relatives and
how relatives are kept informed?

Mr Hunt: My hon. Friend makes an important point.
It is absolutely essential that the new chief inspector’s
team talks to patients and relatives to get that feedback.
One of the biggest changes from what we have now to
what we will have is the element of judgment in the
assessments made. We will not just be looking at the
data, the dials or the numbers; there will be someone
going to a hospital, smelling the coffee, understanding
the culture of the place and talking to patients and
relatives.

Stephen Lloyd (Eastbourne) (LD): I commend the
Secretary of State for his statement and for what I think
is an absolutely outstandingly powerful report. However,
I have concerns about recently proposed changes to the
consultant-led maternity services at Eastbourne district
general hospital. Will he confirm for the record that any
changes that I and others have concerns about will be
considered by the new chief inspector of hospitals?

Mr Hunt: I congratulate my hon. Friend on his
ingenious segue. All hospitals—all NHS trusts—will be
inspected by the chief inspector, so everything that
happens at Eastbourne will be covered by the new
regime. It will be strong, rigorous and independent, so
that any concerns that my hon. Friend has should be
picked up by anything that the chief inspector reports on.
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Rail Franchising

1.24 pm

The Secretary of State for Transport (Mr Patrick
McLoughlin): With permission, Mr Speaker, I wish to
make a statement about the future of our railways. It is
a positive future. It is almost 50 years ago to the day
since Dr Beeching published his report. No one would
have imagined then, or even 20 years ago, when the
Government privatised the railways, which were still in
decline, that the industry would now be booming. Traffic
has doubled since privatisation, from 750 million journeys
a year to 1.5 billion now. There are more services and
record levels of investment, and our railways have the
best recent safety record in Europe. That has not been
achieved despite privatisation; it has been achieved because
of privatisation.

Today I am setting out a programme that can achieve
even more, because our country has to compete for jobs
and growth. We need a transport system that is second
to none, so we are spending unprecedented sums on
infrastructure, such as Crossrail, the biggest construction
project in Europe, and the northern hub cross-Manchester
link, which will transform services across the Pennines.
In return, it is right that we demand more from the
industry, because for the money that passengers and
taxpayers are putting in, we should expect ambition,
innovation and even better performance for passengers.
This is the way we are going to get it.

Last year, serious and unacceptable mistakes were
made when it came to refranchising the west coast main
line, but I have put in place a new structure and process
in the Department, as the Laidlaw report recommended.
In January, I announced our initial proposals for the
three franchises most immediately affected: Great Western,
Essex Thameside and Thameslink. Today I can confirm
that I am accepting the next stage of the findings of the
Brown review of rail franchising. I am also pleased that
Richard Brown has agreed to chair a new franchise
advisory board. I am publishing its terms of reference
today. The Brown review called for a full refranchising
programme to be announced by the end of April. I am
pleased to be announcing it today.

I want to be as open as possible with the market,
which is why I am publishing a prior information notice
to set out not just the programme for franchising, but
the way in which franchises will be let and the benefits
they will bring. In doing so, I have applied three principles:
first, that the passenger gains; secondly, that the rail
industry thrives, with growing companies and new
competitors coming into the market; and thirdly, that
the taxpayer gains, through a more efficient use of
public money and less waste in the industry. Those three
principles are essential points on which the future of
our railways rests.

Let me turn in detail to what I am announcing today
—a programme that will give great improvements to the
passenger, certainty to industry and a fair deal to the
taxpayer. It will provide stability, so that we can invest
more, and flexibility, so that different routes with different
demands can be managed in different ways. The programme
will also give fair weight to passenger satisfaction, which
has not always been respected as it should have been,
with long-term franchises that can run for up to 15 years
if operators meet the standards they promise at the

start. To ensure a competitive market, we will hold no
more than three to four competitions a year, starting
with a smaller number as the programme gets up to full
speed and extending up to 12 current franchises to give
certainty to passengers and allow the full programme to
get under way.

There are those who would like our railways to go
back to the days of state ownership, decline and under-
investment. They are wrong. I share the view of the last
Labour Government, who said that franchising worked.
In 2009, Ministers brought in Directly Operated Railways
on the east coast as a short-term stand-in. They did
what was needed in difficult circumstances, but the east
coast main line, upgraded in the 1980s, now needs
revitalising. New trains, to be built in the north-east, are
now on order. Now is the right time to invite bidders to
put forward proposals for investing and improving those
services. This will be the first of the new inter-city
franchises to be awarded in 2014 in a programme that
meets my three essential principles of better service,
better competition and better value.

I wish to make one final point. The Beeching report
was about closures and cutbacks, but its 50th anniversary
tomorrow sees an industry marked by growth, not
decline—investing in High Speed 2 for the future, as
well as providing better services today. That is why I am
pleased to announce the front runners in our fund to
open new stations. They are Lea Bridge in Walthamstow,
Pye Corner in Newport West and Ilkeston in Erewash. I
expect to announce further winners soon. I commend
this statement to the House.

1.30 pm

Maria Eagle (Garston and Halewood) (Lab): I thank
the Secretary of State for advance sight of his statement.
He inherited a Department in crisis and a rail franchising
system in chaos. I acknowledge that he has had to work
hard to try to put things back on track. He has rightly
reversed many of the decisions of his two predecessors,
not least by restoring some of the key posts in the
Department that had recklessly been axed by them. We
welcome the speed with which the right hon. Gentleman
has worked with Richard Brown and his departmental
officials to put together the plans he has set out today.
However, it is also true that his revised franchising
timetable has exposed the full impact of the failure of
his predecessors, all of whom either remain in the
Cabinet or have been promoted to it.

The Great Western contract will be awarded in July
2016—three years and three months later than planned.
The west coast contract will not be awarded until April
2017—four years and four months late. Some competitions
are to be delayed by as much as 50 months—not five
months, but 50—yet instead of focusing on the chaos in
franchising caused by his Government’s incompetence,
the Secretary of State has decided to embark on an
unnecessary and costly privatisation of the east coast
inter-city services—a privatisation due to take place
weeks before the date of the next general election.

The right hon. Gentleman hinted that investment was
dependent on that happening, but will he acknowledge
that the planned investment in the east coast main line,
to be delivered by Network Rail, and the new generation
of inter-city trains will happen regardless of this
privatisation? Is it not the case that Directly Operated
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Railways has reinvested all of its £40 million profit in
the east coast service on top of the £640 million paid to
Government, with every pound of profit going back in
for the benefit of passengers? That profit will, under the
Secretary of State’s new plans, be shared with shareholders
in future. Instead of talking down the current operator
of the east coast, will he join me in praising the team
there for the work they have done, and think again
about his plans?

Will the Secretary of State update the House on the
latest cost of the franchising fiasco, not least since his
Department appears to be facing legal action from
several more train operating companies? Will he correct
the claim in his Department’s press notice today that
this is the first time that a full franchise timetable has
been published? I have with me the previous full timetable
that was inherited from the previous Government and
republished by his Government. Does he accept that
what has changed is simply the fact that all the competitions
have now been delayed?

The Secretary of State has also changed the proposed
order of the competitions, leading in some cases to very
long extensions to existing contracts. What is his thinking
behind that decision? Will he clarify the role of the
new franchising advisory board that Richard Brown
recommended in his review and is now to chair? The
first version of the written ministerial statement this
morning stated that it would be a cross-industry body
and that it would support bidders, but the corrected
version appears to have dropped those claims. What,
then, is it to do exactly?

What has happened to the Government’s previous
enthusiasm for devolution? Will the right hon. Gentleman
update the House on discussions with transport authorities
covering the Northern and TransPennine franchises
and services in the midlands? Does he still anticipate
devolving responsibility at the revised start date for
these franchises? Have the Government given further
consideration to the calls from the Mayor of London
and Transport for London for devolution of the remaining
former Network SouthEast services?

For the sake of passengers, taxpayers and those working
across the rail industry, the whole House wants to see us
get beyond the problems of the past year. I wish the
Secretary of State well in doing that, but I urge him to
focus his efforts on getting back on track the bits of the
system that need fixing, rather than those that do not.

Mr McLoughlin: I thank the hon. Lady for her response
to my statement. It was not quite as warm as that of
the CBI, Passenger Focus or the British Chambers
of Commerce,whichweremuchfullerintheiracknowledgement
of our putting the future for the rail industry so clearly.

The hon. Lady has obviously forgotten what the last
Labour Secretary of State, the noble Lord Adonis, said
on 9 February 2010:

“The Government believe that the ability of private sector
operators to attract more passengers, grow the market, improve
the service and receive revenue benefits of such actions is a key
element in the current franchise model and one of the reasons for
the significant growth delivered in recent years.”—[Official Report,
House of Lords, 9 February 2010; Vol. 717, c. WA122.]

It is certainly true that we are talking about a huge
growth in rail traffic and rail transportation, with people
relying on the railways. I could go on to quote—but I
know you prefer shorter answers, Mr Speaker—the

right hon. Member for Tooting (Sadiq Khan) who
occupied my position before the last general election, as
he praised the role of franchising.

I believe that the east coast line should be the first
under the new system. I pay tribute to the work done by
Directly Operated Railways, which has operated it, but
when the hon. Lady talks about figures, she should look
at the track access charges paid in control period 3 by
National Express when it ran the east coast line. It paid
£210 million in track access charges, whereas DOR now
has to pay its track access charges of £92 million.
[Interruption.] I can tell the shadow Leader of the
House that that was paid in the year to which I referred.

That explains why we have set out a very clear set of
proposals about where we are going, notifying the industry
about the future, which I think is a bright one, and
setting out the huge investment that we—and, indeed,
Network Rail—are putting into the rail industry.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr Speaker: Order. A great many hon. and right hon.
Members are seeking to catch my eye, but I remind the
House that a further statement is to follow and then no
fewer than three Back-Bench-inspired debates to which
48 Members wish to contribute. There is therefore a
premium on brevity for Back and Front-Bench Members
alike.

Mrs Cheryl Gillan (Chesham and Amersham) (Con):
It is evident from today’s announcements that the Secretary
of State’s Department will be under a great deal of
pressure to deliver a vast programme of infrastructure
projects. That pressure has obviously been intensified
by the west coast main line franchise failure and of
course the recent judicial review failure on the consultation
process for HS2. Given those failures, what reassurances
can the Secretary of State give us that his Department is
still not overstretched and under-resourced?

Mr McLoughlin: I am grateful to my right hon.
Friend for what I think was support at least for what I
am doing on franchising. She talks about judicial reviews,
but it is fair to say that of the 10 judicial reviews on
HS2, the Department was found not to be wanting in
nine cases. Only one judicial review went against us, and
I am fully prepared to accept it. I wish the protesters,
too, would accept the decisions made by the courts.

I can assure my right hon. Friend that my Department
has the resources, and I am mindful of what Sam
Laidlaw said in his report about what needed to be put
into operation, and we have done that. I think that the
Government’s setting up of the franchising advisory
board was important—I am sorry that I failed to respond
to the hon. Lady’s point about it earlier. It will report
directly to the Government and to my advisory board
on how the franchises are doing. I am sorry that a
mistake was put out in one of the earlier press notices.

Thomas Docherty (Dunfermline and West Fife) (Lab):
I am disappointed that there has been no mention of
the word “fares” in any of the statements so far. Will the
Secretary of State clarify what he will do to bring down
fares, and what he will do about staffed ticket offices?
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Mr McLoughlin: I think the hon. Gentleman will
know that we are undertaking a full review of fares.
That will report later this year, probably in June; the
date may move a bit, but I hope it will report in June. He
will make his points on fares during that review. However,
I would point out that, on a number of routes, cheap
fares are available if people book in advance.

Mr John Leech (Manchester, Withington) (LD): By
deciding to refranchise the east coast main line, we risk
not being able to assess whether the public sector or the
private sector is best for the passenger, the taxpayer and
the railways in general. Surely as a minimum, therefore,
we should allow Directly Operated Railways to bid for
the franchise.

Mr McLoughlin: That is not the case—Directly Operated
Railways is not a company in its own right; it is a
company owned by the Department for Transport. We
will certainly be able to see how the companies are
doing. The process will be open. I have already seen
reports, although I have not had it confirmed, that
Virgin will put in a bid for the east coast main line, and
a lot of people were very happy with the service they
received on the west coast main line.

Mark Lazarowicz (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab/
Co-op): On that very point, given that Directly Operated
Railways is owned by the Department for Transport,
surely the Secretary of State could instruct Directly
Operated Railways to put in a public sector comparative
bid so that we can judge who will provide best value for
money and best value for the customers.

Mr McLoughlin: I would just point out to the hon.
Gentleman, who has been in the House some time, that
he was very happy to support a Government whose
Secretary of State said:
“I do not believe that it would be in the public interest for us to
have a nationalised train operating company indefinitely”. —[Official
Report, House of Lords, 1 July 2009; Vol. 712, c. 232.]

I agree.

Mr Stewart Jackson (Peterborough) (Con): The east
coast main line is integral to the economy of Peterborough,
and my constituents are concerned about value for
money, punctuality and cleanliness. The Secretary of
State rightly mentions the PAC report, which found
that this Government inherited systemic lack of leadership
and of oversight, miscalculation of risk capital and failure
to heed legal advice. Is he absolutely convinced that, in
respect of the east coast main line, we have learnt those
lessons and that mistakes will not be made again?

Mr McLoughlin: I can certainly assure my hon. Friend
that we have learnt a number of lessons as a result
of what happened with the west coast franchise. I well
understand the importance to his constituents of the
service that is provided on the east coast main line. It
will be one of the first lines to get the new intercity
express programme trains, which are due to come into
service in 2018-19.

Pat Glass (North West Durham) (Lab): As a north-east
MP, I have been approached by a number of the companies
that hope to bid for the east coast line, all of which are
backed by foreign countries. Why does the Secretary of

State think that it is not okay for the Government to
run British railways, but it is okay for the French,
German and Dutch to run them?

Mr McLoughlin: I think I pointed out clearly in the
statement the vast growth we have seen in the railways. I
do not think that that would have happened without
privatisation. We have seen levels of investment that
were not seen beforehand. I point out to the hon. lady
the simple fact that I inherited the system of franchising
that operated under the previous Government.

Mr Rob Wilson (Reading East) (Con): I thank my
right hon. Friend for his statement. Can he give a bit
more detail on how he will increase competition and
improve efficiency on the railways?

Mr McLoughlin: Reading station, in my hon. Friend’s
constituency, has seen a major refurbishment. That will
make a huge difference. There will be closures over
Easter, but more platforms will open and the work at
the station will conclude in two years. About £800 million
has been invested. We would not be investing that kind
of money if we were not getting a good return for the
passenger, his constituents and those who are served
further along that line by First Great Western.

Hugh Bayley (York Central) (Lab): Passengers on the
east coast main line have twice suffered the catastrophic
collapse of a private franchise. What guarantee can the
Secretary of State give that whichever company gets the
new franchise will not collapse, and will the railway
headquarters remain in York?

Mr McLoughlin: As for where the headquarters will
be, that will depend on the case that is put forward by
the various companies that I hope will compete for the
franchise. The hon. Gentleman is right: two franchises
collapsed under the previous Government, so that and
this Government have both had some problems with
franchising. I hope we have learnt our lessons. The rail
industry has become a lot better at competing for these
franchises.

Martin Vickers (Cleethorpes) (Con): The Secretary
of State rightly spoke of the innovation and ambition
that he expects from the new franchise companies. Can
he assure me that that innovation and ambition will
extend to providing services off the east coast main line,
most notably to Cleethorpes?

Mr McLoughlin: I am certainly willing to discuss in
greater detail with my hon. Friend the services to his
constituency, which I know have been very badly disrupted
because of earth movements, which must be put right;
the work is taking longer than we would have hoped.

Graham Jones (Hyndburn) (Lab): The Secretary of
State says that success on the railways has been achieved
because of privatisation. The rolling stock in east Lancashire
must be among the worst in the UK—it is absolutely
dreadful. Privatisation has certainly not worked. The
northern franchise is coming up, so what will he do to
ensure that my constituents and others in east Lancashire
benefit from that success?
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Mr McLoughlin: A lot of rolling stock has been and
is being ordered. I hope to see a roll-out to all areas,
including the hon. Gentleman’s constituency.

Iain Stewart (Milton Keynes South) (Con): I very
much welcome the statement as a sensible way forward
for franchising, but may I urge my right hon. Friend to
use the temporary extension of the west coast franchise
to urge Virgin and London Midland to work together
temporarily to ease overcrowding on services from Euston,
in the evening peak at least, until the full franchise is let
and London Midland’s new train order comes through?

Mr McLoughlin: I am grateful to my hon. Friend,
who follows this subject particularly closely, not just for
his constituents but as a member of the Select Committee
on Transport. I know that he sent me and my right hon.
Friend the Minister of State, Department for Transport
a fairly comprehensive letter, which I hope to respond
to shortly, and I will see what can be done.

Ian Mearns (Gateshead) (Lab): This morning, a statement
by the Secretary of State’s own company, Directly Operated
Railways, on the east coast main line said:

“Since 2009, the East Coast business has been transformed.
The Company has returned more than £640 million in cash to the
taxpayer”.

That is not because of privatisation, but because the
public sector bailed out the private sector. There is huge
support for continued public ownership. The private
sector has already let down the travelling public on this
route twice. Why risk it again when we are returning so
much money to the taxpayer?

Mr McLoughlin: I was simply referring to what was
said by the Secretary of State in the previous Government.
It was a short-term measure. By putting out the franchise
to the private sector, there will be better services. That is
what I am interested in. I am not particularly interested
in who owns it. I am interested in getting better services
to the hon. Gentleman’s constituents, who want to take
advantage of them.

Nigel Mills (Amber Valley) (Con): Although I welcome
the new station for Derbyshire, can the Secretary of
State assure me that it will not be serviced at the expense
of two other stations on that line, namely, Alfreton and
Langley Mill?

Mr McLoughlin: I think that that was a welcome for
the new station and for the greater investment. Of
course one always has to strike a balance when these
cases are put forward, but I think that Ilkeston, Derbyshire
county council and my hon. Friend the Member for
Erewash (Jessica Lee) made a strong case for why
Ilkeston should be successful. The case was judged by a
panel that did not include me, and I am very pleased
that Ilkeston has been successful.

Julie Hilling (Bolton West) (Lab): So much for the
Government’s grand promises to radically change
franchising—only three franchises will be let before the
next election. Some of the extension periods are enormous,
following the extensions that operators have already
had. What guarantees has the Secretary of State had
that there will be investment by those companies during
the extension periods?

Mr McLoughlin: I can assure the hon. Lady that
there will be investment during those periods. In anything
where I negotiate directly in awarding contracts, I look
at the way services can be improved, and I hope to be
able to make a statement shortly on some of those
particular services.

Tracey Crouch (Chatham and Aylesford) (Con): The
Secretary of State will be aware that Southeastern is
consistently one of the worst performing and most expensive
train-operating companies in the country. Can he therefore
explain why it has been given the longest extension—
50 months? Can he assure my constituents that the
extension is not a reward for failure? What opportunity
will passengers have to engage in the process of direct
awards as it is finalised?

Mr McLoughlin: None of these direct awards will be
made without getting the maximum we can out of the
companies, talking to them and getting improvements
in services. Where there have been let-downs, I will
certainly want the companies concerned to address
those problems.

Kelvin Hopkins (Luton North) (Lab): May I suggest
to the Secretary of State that there is indeed a public
sector comparator for Britain’s railways: the nationalised
railway systems on the continent of Europe? McNulty
found that they are up to 40% cheaper to run than ours.
We have the highest fares in Europe and a ballooning
public subsidy. Is not keeping the railways in the private
sector just driven by ideology and a desire to put public
money into private pockets?

Mr McLoughlin: I am somewhat surprised—I am not
sure whether the hon. Gentleman was expressing support
for the McNulty recommendation that we should take
costs out of the railways. I did not expect such support
from the hon. Gentleman, but any help I can get, I am
always happy to bag.

Stephen Gilbert (St Austell and Newquay) (LD): The
First Great Western franchise runs old trains with no
wi-fi, and often no food, through run-down stations.
Commuters in Cornwall and Devon would welcome
average-speed rail, let alone high-speed rail. What can
the Secretary of State do to push investment in this
route before July 2016?

Mr McLoughlin: I know the hon. Gentleman was
unable to attend my meeting with First Great Western
because of other engagements. I am very keen to improve
services, particularly in his part of the country. I am
going there in a little while to look at those services first
hand, and I will certainly pass on the representations he
has made when I have discussions with First Great
Western—and Network Rail, as both are involved.

Mr Mike Weir (Angus) (SNP): Can the Secretary of
State give a cast-iron guarantee that any east coast main
line franchisee will at the very least be obliged to retain
the existing level of service north of Edinburgh through
my constituency to Aberdeen?

Mr McLoughlin: That is something I need to talk to
the Scottish Government about.
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Jason McCartney (Colne Valley) (Con): I welcome
the certainty today’s statement brings and the opening
of the east coast main line franchise. Can my right hon.
Friend confirm that passenger gain will be at the forefront
of the franchising process?

Mr McLoughlin: I assure my hon. Friend that we are
going to take passengers’ views very much into account
in this system. That has not happened before, and today
Passenger Focus has welcomed that development. It is
part of the judgement that we must make when considering
whether franchises are achieving their targets.

Katy Clark (North Ayrshire and Arran) (Lab): Is the
Secretary of State aware that tomorrow, to mark the
50th anniversary of Beeching, passenger groups and
trade unions will demonstrate outside 80 railway stations
against privatisation and job losses? Will he protect
passenger safety and rule out job losses on the railways?

Mr McLoughlin: I am not sure the hon. Lady was
listening to my statement. I pointed out that we have had
a better safety record on our railways in the past few
years than for a number of years, and we are one of the
safest rail operators in Europe. Jobs have been created
as a result of more people using the railways. Privatisation
has doubled the number of people using the railways. I
would have expected the hon. Lady to welcome that,
and unions to be out welcoming it too.

Priti Patel (Witham) (Con): In the light of the 27-month
extension that has been given to the Greater Anglia
franchise, what improvements to services will be appended
to the existing franchise as a condition, so that local
commuters see improvements to the service before the
next franchise comes up?

Mr McLoughlin: I am grateful to my hon. Friend, who,
along with colleagues from the Greater Anglia area,
have given me a pamphlet setting out the changes being
made. The Minister of State, Department for Transport,
my right hon. Friend the Member for Chelmsford
(Mr Burns), does not lose an opportunity to tell us how
we must improve the services used by not only my hon.
Friend’s constituents, but his.

Tom Blenkinsop (Middlesbrough South and East
Cleveland) (Lab): The Secretary of State’s response to
my hon. Friend the Member for York Central (Hugh
Bayley) was disturbing. He said that he was not bothered
who would run the franchise or where they came from,
and could not confirm where such a company would be
headquartered. Can he not use the tendering process to
ensure that these details are nailed down and that the
headquarters are in the United Kingdom?

Mr McLoughlin: I fear that the hon. Gentleman is
taking me out of context. What I said was that my main
concern is the service to the passenger, which I care very
much about and want to see improve. The location of
the headquarters will be up to the individual franchisees
when they put their case forward, and they may make
strong representations.

Mr Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con): The Secretary
of State and I, and our constituents, use the midland
main line. Will he confirm when the franchise is up for

renewal, and will he allow prospective bidders to come
forward with proposals for new electric trains, instead
of the Department insisting that they use recycled trains
from other lines?

Mr McLoughlin: The date of the new contract for
East Midlands will be mid-way through 2017, and a
direct-operated tender deal will come to fruition in
2015. I hope my hon. Friend accepts that the fact that
electrification of that line is included in next set of
Network Rail works shows our commitment to it. I
know how important—

Maria Eagle (Garston and Halewood) (Lab): In the
next Parliament.

Mr McLoughlin: The hon. Lady says that, but the
process starts in 2014, which is in this Parliament. I can
assure her that 2014 will be in this Parliament, not the
next Parliament, in which case we will be electrifying
that line.

Mr Speaker: Before she attends to her next pressing
commitment, let us hear from Catherine McKinnell.

Catherine McKinnell (Newcastle upon Tyne North)
(Lab): Thank you, Mr Speaker. I agree with the Secretary
of State that if our country is to compete on jobs and
growth, we need a transport infrastructure that is second
to none. Can he therefore reassure me that today’s
announcement is in no way driven by the view expressed
by the chief executive of the North Eastern local enterprise
partnership that there is no need to invest in north-east
transport, and that he does not share that view?

Mr McLoughlin: There is every need to invest in
transport across the United Kingdom, and LEPs have a
very important role to play. I have not seen the exact
quote, and I should like to see it in context.

Heather Wheeler (South Derbyshire) (Con): I
congratulate my right hon. Friend on today’s statement,
particularly the great news about Ilkeston station, which
will immediately transform and regenerate the area by
providing connectivity. Is this the new dawn for the
National Forest line—the old Ivanhoe line; can we look
forward to that, too?

Mr McLoughlin: I am sure I will hear a lot more about
the Ivanhoe line from my hon. Friend. I am pleased that
she welcomes the opening of the station at Ilkeston,
along with the other two stations I have announced
today. There will be further work on that, but she is
right: the fact that I, as Transport Secretary, have appeared
at the Dispatch Box today is a reflection of Members
wanting more services. That is why it is so important
that we get the investment levels right and the train
companies operating the kind of services passengers
want.

Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North) (Lab):
Can the Secretary of State confirm that the open access
slot on the east coast main line will still be available to
services such as Hull Trains and will not be rolled up in
any franchise tender document?

Mr McLoughlin: Yes.
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Duncan Hames (Chippenham) (LD): Wiltshire’s
passenger rail offer stands to benefit from a multi-million
pound grant from the coalition Government’s local
sustainable transport fund. Now that the future of the
franchise is clear, what is the Secretary of State’s advice
to the promoter, Wiltshire council, and to First Great
Western? Is it more “wait and see”, or that they should
now get on with it?

Mr McLoughlin: I think I would need a bit more
notice before answering that question. If my hon. Friend
writes to me, I will look at the issues in more detail.
[Interruption.] The Under-Secretary of State for Transport,
my hon. Friend the Member for Lewes (Norman Baker),
says, “Just get on with it”.

Henry Smith (Crawley) (Con): I very much welcome
my right hon. Friend’s statement. Thameslink and Southern
Railway recently announced new rolling stock to operate
from the four stations within my constituency. Can he
assure me that the changes to rail franchising announced
today will not affect the delivery of that rolling stock?

Mr McLoughlin: It certainly should not affect the
delivery of the new trains. I know of no reason why it
should and if I am wrong, I will obviously write to my
hon. Friend.

PennyMordaunt (PortsmouthNorth)(Con):Portsmouth’s
experienceof franchisesawardedunder the lastGovernment
was that the rolling stock was downgraded from the
agreement. When will passenger comfort and service
standards be written into the agreements, to ensure that
passengers have access to a toilet and that commuters
are not crippled by suburban rolling stock being used on
main line routes?

Mr McLoughlin: I am very disturbed to hear what my
hon. Friend says, and I will certainly look into her
points and get back to her in more detail in the very
near future.

Stephen Mosley (City of Chester) (Con): There have
been massive improvements on the west coast main line
since privatisation and Virgin, but one way to improve
things in the future—to continue improving competition
and to keep down costs—would be by encouraging
more operators to enter the market. Is there anything in
my right hon. Friend’s statement that would encourage
open access operators to come in on more existing
services?

Mr McLoughlin: There are some open access services,
to which the hon. Member for Kingston upon Hull
North (Diana Johnson) referred, on the east coast main
line. I believe that applications for other open access
services are with the Office of the Rail Regulator at the
moment. I am happy to look at those and act on advice
when I get it from the rail regulator.

Mark Pawsey (Rugby) (Con): Rail users in Rugby
will welcome the Secretary of State’s announcement
about the Virgin franchise being extended on the west
coast main line. Will he reassure my constituents that an
extra 29 months will be enough to encourage Virgin to
continue to invest in the railway?

Mr McLoughlin: I know that Virgin is keen to continue
with investments on that line and is happy to receive
representations, both from my hon. Friend and from
me, if good cases are made for investment that has a
positive return.

Rehman Chishti (Gillingham and Rainham) (Con): I
thank the Secretary of State for his statement. May I
also thank him for reducing train fares in the south-east
by reducing the retail prices index plus 3% provision to
RPI plus 1%? Under the previous Government,
Southeastern had RPI plus 3% whereas the rest of the
country had RPI plus 1%, and that was exceptionally
unfair.

Mr McLoughlin: I am grateful to my hon. Friend for
that. The truth is that we are putting massive further
investment into the railways. That has to be paid for by
both the fare payer and the taxpayer, but it is right that
we try to get that balance right. I am pleased that the
Chancellor was able to take the increases down to RPI
plus 1%, not only for this year, but for next year.

Mr Marcus Jones (Nuneaton) (Con): I welcome my
right hon. Friend’s statement and his intent to put the
interests of passengers at the heart of rail franchising.
The best interests of rail passengers in my constituency
would be served by the reinstatement of fast off-peak
services to Nuneaton, which were taken away by the
previous Labour Government in 2008. Will he come to
Nuneaton and meet me to discuss this vital issue at
greater length?

Mr McLoughlin: I am certainly more than happy to
meet my hon. Friend at Nuneaton station. I believe that
a date is going in my diary this afternoon—if it was not
already, it will be now.

Dr Thérèse Coffey (Suffolk Coastal) (Con): Suffolk
commuters will be disappointed by the delay, although
they are used to it as passengers, even though things
have improved under Abellio. Will my right hon. Friend
assure me that this will not deter or delay the needed
investment in the freight line from Felixstowe to Nuneaton?

Mr McLoughlin: The announcements I have made
today will have nothing to do with the freight line.
Again, I make the point to my hon. Friend that we are
seeing not only an increase in passenger numbers, but a
huge increase in the amount of freight using our railways—I
believe that the figure is about 60%. I know that most
colleagues and the general public welcome that very
much.

Mr Speaker: Order. Questions from 34 Back Benchers
were answered by the Secretary of State in 25 minutes
of exclusively Back-Bench time, which is an impressive
record. Might I suggest that rather than sending his
ministerial colleagues an Easter egg, the Secretary of
State should send a DVD of the statement and the
exchanges on it, which will be a great example for them
to follow in the future?

Huw Irranca-Davies (Ogmore) (Lab): On a point of
order—
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Mr Speaker: The hon. Gentleman wants to raise a
point of order, but I am afraid that he will have to be
patient. There is another statement, and statements
come before points of order, as the hon. Gentleman,
having been here 11 years, should know.

UK Border Agency

2.3 pm

The Secretary of State for the Home Department
(Mrs Theresa May): I think the words “follow that one”
come to mind, Mr Speaker.

With permission, Mr Speaker, I would like to make a
statement on the future of the UK Border Agency. Since
2010, the Government have been getting to grips with
the chaotic immigration system we inherited. We have
introduced a limit on economic migration from outside
the EU, cut out abuse of student visas and reformed family
visas—as a result, net migration is down by a third. We
have also started to get to grips with the performance of
the organisations that enforce our immigration laws:
through the Crime and Courts Bill, we are setting up a
National Crime Agency with a border policing command;
the UK Passport Service continues to operate to a high
standard; and since we split the Border Force from
UKBA last year, 98% of passengers go through passport
control within target times and Border Force meets all
its passenger service targets.

However, the performance of what remains of UKBA
is still not good enough. The agency struggles with the
volume of its casework, which has led to historical
backlogs running into the hundreds of thousands; the
number of illegal immigrants removed does not keep up
with the number of people who are here illegally; and
while the visa operation is internationally competitive,
it could and should get better still. The Select Committee
on Home Affairs has published many critical reports
about UKBA’s performance. As I have said to the
House before, the agency has been a troubled organisation
since it was formed in 2008, and its performance is not
good enough.

In truth, the agency was not set up to absorb the level
of mass immigration that we saw under the last
Government. That meant that it has never had the
space to modernise its structures and systems, and get
on top of its work load. I believe that the agency’s
problems boil down to four main issues: the first is the
sheer size of the agency, which means that it has conflicting
cultures and all too often focuses on the crisis in hand at
the expense of other important work; the second is its
lack of transparency and accountability; the third is its
inadequate IT systems; and the fourth is the policy and
legal framework within which it has to operate. I want
to update the House on the ways in which I propose to
address each of those difficulties.

In keeping with the changes we made last year to the
UK Border Force, the Government are splitting up the
UK Border Agency. In its place will be an immigration
and visa service, and an immigration law enforcement
organisation. By creating two entities instead of one, we
will be able to create distinct cultures. The first will be a
high-volume service that makes high-quality decisions
about who comes here, with a culture of customer
satisfaction for business men and visitors who want to
come here legally. The second will be an organisation
that has law enforcement at its heart and gets tough on
those who break our immigration laws.

Two smaller entities will also mean greater transparency
and accountability, and that brings me to the second
change I intend to make. UKBA was given agency
status in order to keep its work at an arm’s length from
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Ministers—that was wrong. It created a closed, secretive
and defensive culture. So I can tell the House that the
new entities will not have agency status and will sit in
the Home Office, reporting to Ministers. In making
these changes it is important that we do not create new
silos. That is why we are creating a strategic oversight
board for all the constituent parts of the immigration
system—immigration policy, the UK Passport Service,
the UK Border Force and the two new entities we are
creating. That oversight board will be chaired by the
Home Office permanent secretary.

We will also work to make sure that each of the
organisations in the immigration system shares services,
including IT, because the third of the agency’s problems
is its IT. UKBA’s IT systems are often incompatible and
are not reliable enough. They require manual data entry
instead of automated data collection, and they often
involve paper files instead of modem electronic case
management. So I have asked the permanent secretary
and Home Office board to produce a new plan, building
on the work done by Rob Whiteman, UKBA’s chief
executive, to modernise IT across the whole immigration
system.

The final problem I raised is the policy and legal
framework within which UKBA has operated. The
agency is often caught up in a vicious cycle of complex
law and poor enforcement of its own policies, which
makes it harder to remove people who are here illegally.
That is why I intend to bring forward an immigration
Bill in the next Session of Parliament that will address
some of these problems. The changes I have announced
today are in keeping with the successes of this Government’s
reforms so far. We are reducing net migration and we
are improving the performance of the organisations
that enforce our laws, but UKBA has been a troubled
organisation for so many years. It has poor IT systems,
and it operates within a complicated legal framework
that often works against it. All those things mean that it
will take many years to clear the backlogs and fix the
system, but I believe the changes I have announced
today will put us in a much stronger position to do so. I
commend this statement to the House.

2.9 pm

Yvette Cooper (Normanton, Pontefract and Castleford)
(Lab): Today we have had a statement made rather in
haste by the Home Secretary after yesterday’s major
speech from the Prime Minister barely mentioned these
reforms. Only after the Prime Minister’s speech was
dismissed in the media as “smoke and mirrors”, as
“unravelling” and as allowing “politics to trump policy”
and only after yesterday’s damning report from the Home
Affairs Committee on the effectiveness of the UK Border
Agency has the Home Secretary suddenly decided to
rush this statement out before the Easter recess.

The Home Secretary is right that action is needed to
sort out problems at UKBA, which has had a series of
problems over many years. We would have some sympathy
with her proposals, but the problem is that she refuses
to recognise that problems with enforcement and
effectiveness at UKBA have got worse, not better on her
watch. Enforcement has got worse, visa delays have got
worse and 50% fewer people are being refused entry at
ports and borders. She says that the number of illegal
immigrants removed does not keep up with the number
who are here legally, but that is because she is letting

rather more of them in. The number of people absconding
through Heathrow passport control has trebled and the
number being caught afterwards has halved on her watch.

We have had a 16% drop in the number of foreign
prisoners deported, we have had a big drop in the
number of employers being fined for employing illegal
workers, and what is her remedy today? She plans to
split UKBA into two different organisations. We have
been here before. She has already split UKBA once: just
12 months ago she split it into the Border Agency and
the Border Force and made a lot of promises. The
Minister for Immigration would like us to believe that it
has all gone hunky dory and that things are much better
since then, but what has happened since last year’s split?
Queues at the borders went up and the Border Force
presided over some of the longest queues our airports
have seen, with people waiting more than two hours to
get their passports checked.

Things got worse at the Border Agency, too. The
Select Committee’s report showed a 20% increase in the
backlog of asylum cases in three months, a 53% increase
in number of asylum cases waiting more than six months
compared with the previous year, an increase in delays
for tier 1 and tier 4 in-country visa applications compared
with the previous three months and 59,000 cases not
even entered on the database. As the Committee said,
28,000 visa applications were not processed on time in
one three-month period—that is two thirds of visa
applications not processed on time. In the words of the
Committee:

“The Agency must explain to Parliament what has gone wrong
throughout 2012”.

The Home Secretary’s reforms and her cuts are what
have gone wrong throughout 2012, so why should we
believe that the latest round of reforms will do any better?

The Home Secretary has cut UKBA’s budget by 34%
since the election, so little wonder it is struggling to
keep up. Will she answer the following questions? When
will the reforms be completed and how much they will
cost? Her last reforms to split the Border Force and the
Border Agency cost money rather than saving money.
How many more illegal migrants will be deported as a
result of the reforms? The figure has dropped by 20%
since the election. How much will it increase by as a
result of the reforms? How long will legitimate migrants
have to wait for their visas? Will those delays be cut or
will they increase? How long will the waits on asylum
claims be? There was a 50% increase in long waits last
year. What will she get that down to? These are the
practical questions to which we want answers.

So far under this Home Secretary, the only strategy
we have had for border control has been cuts and cuts,
splits and splits. But performance has got worse. When
she was in opposition, she said to a former Immigration
Minister:

“I’m sick and tired of government ministers…who simply
blame other people when things go wrong.”

So, will she recognise the things that have gone wrong since
the election on her watch and give us practical information
about and targets for putting them right and tell us
what the improvements in performance will be?

We have had a lot of rhetoric on immigration from
the Home Secretary but—this is really important—we
need her to get the basics right and to do it now.
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Mrs May: I am afraid to say that, yet again, we
received a characteristic response from the shadow Home
Secretary. We still have not had an apology for Labour’s
mass uncontrolled immigration, and we have had no
apology today for the state in which the previous Labour
Government created and then left the Border Agency.

I can reveal to the House today, however, that the
shadow Home Secretary now has an immigration policy.
In a recent article for PoliticsHome, she said:

“We need much stronger action against illegal immigration to
be a priority.”

I am sure that everyone in the House would agree, but
how does the shadow Home Secretary propose to get
there? We need, she said, a “taskforce”. So, that is it.
That is how the Opposition think that we will get control
of our immigration system: the classic new Labour
solution of a taskforce.

After all the comments the right hon. Lady made, let
us remember who we have to thank for the structure
that is being dealt with today. The plans to create
UKBA were set out in a paper published by the Cabinet
Office in November 2007. Who was the Minister for the
Cabinet Office at the time? None other than her boss,
the Leader of the Opposition.

The right hon. Lady cited a number of figures and raised
a range of issues. She referred to the fact that, to use her
terms, two thirds of visas were not processed on time. I
have news for her: more than 90% of visas are processed
within the performance target time. She referred to clearing
up the backlogs, which originated with the Government
of whom she was a member. I will respond to the point,
nevertheless. The structural changes that we are making
today will make for better-run organisations with greater
clarity and greater focus, with more transparency, more
accountability and stronger management. That, as we
have seen with the Border Force, will deliver better
performance; but it is not the only answer, which is why
I have also referred to the need for us to change the law,
deal with the IT systems and improve the processes
in the organisation. It will take time, but today’s
announcements are an important start.

The right hon. Lady made a number of references to
the Border Force and its performance. Until I took the
Border Force out of UKBA last year, it was not possible
to tell what its performance was. The Vine report,
published last year, showed that checks were being
suspended routinely and without permission for many
years. That is no longer the case, thanks to the changes
that I made.

The right hon. Lady cited numerous statistics about
the performance of the Border Agency, but I suggest
that she should have listened to my statement. I know that
the performance of the Border Agency is not good
enough. It never has been. That is why we are making
the changes that I have announced today. The question
for the right hon. Lady is whether or not she supports
those changes.

The right hon. Lady asked when the changes will be
made. The agency status will be removed at the beginning
of April, and I shall return to the House with a further
statement on the detail of the structural changes in due
course. She said that there had been no reference until
today to the possibility of changes to UKBA, but that is
not right. If she had paid attention during Home Office
questions yesterday, she would have heard my hon.

Friend the Minister for Immigration refer to the fact
that I would bring forward proposals. The Prime Minister
also referred to that fact in his excellent speech on
immigration yesterday.

The right hon. Lady suggested that I have made this
statement only in response to the report from the Home
Affairs Committee that was published yesterday, but
the decision has been taken after many hours of serious
work over many months. If I restructured UKBA every
time the Select Committee criticised it, I would have
restructured it on more than one occasion. [HON. MEMBERS:
“Quarterly.”] My hon. Friends are suggesting that we
would have done so quarterly, and I am grateful to my
hon. Friend the Member for Cambridge (Dr Huppert),
who is a member of that Committee and knows that the
restructurings would have been rather more numerous
than the one that I am suggesting today.

We must remember why the Border Agency got into
this situation. After the mess that the previous Government
made of the immigration system, John Reid turned up
at the Home Office, called the immigration system not
fit for purpose and, instead of fixing it, turned it into an
agency at arm’s length to keep all the trouble away from
Ministers. That was a soundbite with no substance; but
under the right hon. Lady, the Labour party is regressing,
as she does not even have a soundbite. The Government
have a very clear plan to get net migration down to the
tens of thousands and to sort out the enforcement of
our immigration laws. The Opposition have nothing.
She is not serious; they are not serious; and the British
people know that they cannot trust Labour with
immigration.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr Speaker: Order. I remind the House that,
notwithstanding the notable interest in this statement, it
is to be followed by three debates, to which no fewer
than 48 right hon. and hon. Members wish to contribute,
so there is a premium on brevity.

Mrs Cheryl Gillan (Chesham and Amersham) (Con):
I hope that my right hon. Friend will take absolutely no
advice from the Labour party, which delivered massive
net immigration and an asylum backlog of 450,000 and
put in no transitional arrangements for eastern Europeans
when it was in office. I congratulate her on applying
common sense by taking back responsibility at ministerial
level for the security of this country’s borders. Can she
confirm that placing the new bodies that she has announced
today under the direct supervision of Ministers will
ensure the maximum scrutiny of the work that they do?

Mrs May: I thank my right hon. Friend for her
remarks. I can indeed confirm that we will be increasing
scrutiny of the work that is done in relation to the
immigration and visa system and immigration enforcement
by bringing it into the Home Office, under a board
chaired by the permanent secretary and reporting to
Ministers. It is common sense and the right approach to
deal with the problem caused by the creation of the
agency under the previous Government.

Keith Vaz (Leicester East) (Lab): May I congratulate
the Home Secretary on putting the United Kingdom
backlogs agency out of its misery by delivering this
lethal injection today? May I join her in paying tribute
to colleagues on the Home Affairs Committee, especially
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my hon. Friend the Member for Walsall North
(Mr Winnick), for their work over the years in exposing
the agency’s shortcomings? I put this option to the
Minister for Immigration yesterday and he said that he
would reflect on it, so coming back in 24 hours is quite
an achievement. Will the Home Secretary give the House
an assurance that uppermost in her mind will be the
clearing of backlogs, strong and effective leadership
and strong parliamentary scrutiny? Only then will we
have an immigration system in which the British people
can have confidence.

Mrs May: I thank the right hon. Gentleman for his
comments. As I said, the Home Affairs Committee has
been assiduous in its consideration of matters relating
to UKBA over the years and has had a consistent
message about the need to deal with some of the
problems. It is obviously important that we deal with
backlogs. It is also important that we ensure that the
agency makes the right decisions on an ongoing, day-to-day
basis, that those decisions are made not just appropriately
but fairly and that people are dealt with properly when
they interact with the agency. That will take some time.
I think that we share an aim about the quality of system
provided, but it will take some time to ensure that we fix
all the problems UKBA is having to deal with.

Mark Reckless (Rochester and Strood) (Con): I welcome
the Home Secretary’s statement. Will she say something
about the staff, from Mr Whiteman, whom the Home
Affairs Committee will see at 3 o’clock to discuss his
terms and role, to staff across the agency? We have
recently returned from Abu Dhabi, where they seem to
have turned around the visa processing unit. I think that
there are really good people in UKBA who just need to
be better led.

Mrs May: I am grateful to my hon. Friend for raising
that issue, because it gives me an opportunity to say that
many people working for UKBA are dedicated officers
who do an excellent job. Certainly, in some of the examples
that he and other members of the Home Affairs Committee
will have seen, such as the overseas operations, real
change has been brought about. The work of the vast
majority of staff in the areas of enforcement or the
immigration and visa system will not change, but there
will of course be change for the directors general heading
up those two operations. Obviously, those are personnel
matters on which the permanent secretary will make
announcements in due course.

Steve McCabe (Birmingham, Selly Oak) (Lab): I welcome
the Home Secretary’s decision to take the agency back
into the Home Office, which I think is the right one.
Which of the new units will inherit responsibility for
dealing with the backlogs, and how will she ensure that
this does not become yet another opportunity to loose
case files, passports and other documents in the ritual
buck passing with which we have all become too familiar?

Mrs May: The differentiation between the two units
will be clear: the immigration and visa section will deal
with decisions on whether people should be entitled to
enter or remain in the UK; and at the point at which
those cases are closed and people need to be removed,
cases pass to the enforcement part of the operation. I
welcome the hon. Gentleman’s comments on bringing

the agency back into the Home Office—I suggest that
he has more of a policy on the issue than Labour Front
Benchers. We are very conscious that it is important to
work out that separation, which is why I think that this
clear-cut separation will help us to ensure that we do
not see the sort of losses of files, passports and so forth
that we have seen previously, so we have to look at the
processes, too.

Dr Julian Huppert (Cambridge) (LD): It will be a
pleasure for the Home Affairs Committee no longer to
have to report quarterly on ongoing problems within
UKBA. I congratulate the Home Secretary on her
decisive action. For too long the agency has stood in the
way of a coherent, fair and credible immigration policy.
My concern is that in 2006 the immigration and nationality
directorate was spun out of the Home Office because it
was not fit for purpose, had a vast backlog and was
poorly led. We now have an agency that is still not fit for
purpose, still has a vast backlog and still has leadership
problems. How can she be so sure that it will work this
time?

Mrs May: We have spent considerable time looking at
what the right structure is for the agency. We have had
the experience of working with the Border Force. If we
look at its operation today, we see that it is in a different
place from where it was previously. That experience has
shown that if we can create a smaller entity that has a
clearer management and focus on its activities, we can
make progress, and that is exactly what we are doing by
splitting the agency in this way.

John McDonnell (Hayes and Harlington) (Lab): Is it
not true that part of the problem is that ministerial
attention has been diverted to policy stunts prepared
for prime ministerial statements and speeches? Can the
Home Secretary confirm that ministerial attention has
recently been focused on discussions in the inter-ministerial
group on barring migrant children from compulsory
education? The Department for Education then intervened
and the children’s rights adviser said:

“If we were to withdraw the right of education from any
children in the UK, regardless of their status, we would be hugely
criticised for it by the UN. With the periodic review report due to
be submitted in January 2014, this would be very controversial.”

Can the Home Secretary confirm that statement?

Mrs May: We have been looking at public services
across the board in relation to what we describe as
the pull factors. We have focused on housing, health
and the benefits system. We do not propose not having
the provision of education for individual children, but
the hon. Gentleman’s opening remark, which was that
policy changes were about publicity stunts, is far from
the truth. We have been sorting out a chaotic immigration
system and immigration policy introduced by the previous
Government that led to net migration in this country
reaching hundreds of thousands a year. We aim to
bring it down to tens of thousands. We have already
seen net migration cut by a third. That is not a publicity
stunt; it is a real benefit and a policy that the people of
this country want to see.

Nicola Blackwood (Oxford West and Abingdon) (Con):
I very much welcome the Home Secretary’s statement.
Does she agree that one of UKBA’s main problems,
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[Nicola Blackwood]

apart from the inability to manage its data or communicate
it correctly to the Home Affairs Committee, has been
an identity crisis? It has tried to be an enforcement
agency that pursues criminal investigations, but it has
also tried to convey the message that Britain is open for
business by offering a friendly customer service. Can
she assure us that the new structure will fix that problem?

Mrs May: The aim of the new structure is that the
two parts of the Home Office that will be dealing with
these two areas of immigration policy will be focused
more clearly on the roles within each part. The immigration
and visa section will be focused clearly on giving an
efficient and effective service on immigration and visa
decisions, making the right decisions about who should
be able to enter the country, but doing so in a way that
gives individuals good customer service. The enforcement
section will be able to focus clearly on the enforcement
part. We are doing that precisely to get the focus my
hon. Friend wants.

Hugh Bayley (York Central) (Lab): From time to
time, high-tech employers in my constituency ask for
help with getting visas or work permits for highly
skilled workers whom they desperately need for their
businesses. If, in future, such workers do not have access
to NHS care, there will be an increased cost either on
the employer or the employee. Will the Government be
reducing national insurance contributions for employers
and employees in respect of those workers?

Mr Speaker: It is very hard to see the link with UKBA
—[Interruption.] Well, it is a slightly strained connection,
but we shall see, if the Home Secretary wants to give a
brief reply.

Mrs May: It is a very strained connection. I understand
that a similar point was raised in the urgent question
yesterday and was responded to.

Sir Tony Baldry (Banbury) (Con): Can my right hon.
Friend confirm that the immigration Bill that the
Government will introduce in the next Session will seek
to ensure that those who have no right to be within the
jurisdiction are removed from it? Does she not think it a
pity that the shadow Home Secretary does not have the
same perspicacity as the Chair of the Home Affairs
Committee?

Mrs May: I certainly agree with my hon. Friend’s
latter point. Yes, the immigration Bill that I intend to
introduce will look at a range of problems to do with
deportation to ensure that we can remove from this
country people who have no right to be here.

Mr Gregory Campbell (East Londonderry) (DUP):
The Home Secretary alluded to the setting up of the
National Crime Agency with the border police command.
Will she reassure the House that there will be ongoing
discussions to try to ensure that the entirety of the
United Kingdom is safeguarded, particularly the border
between Northern Ireland and the Republic?

Mrs May: I recognise, Mr Speaker, that my referring
to the National Crime Agency opened up the possibility
for the hon. Gentleman’s question. I am well aware of
the operation of the National Crime Agency in Northern
Ireland. We want to ensure that the agency is able to do
the job that it needs to do across the United Kingdom,
and we are happy to continue discussions with those
who share the same aim.

Michael Ellis (Northampton North) (Con): I congratulate
the Home Secretary on her statement. Should not UKBA
now join the long list of Labour’s immigration failures,
including the Human Rights Act 1998, an immigration
backlog of 450,000, out-of-control and increasing net
immigration and a total lack of control of eastern
European immigration?

Mrs May: My hon. Friend makes very good points. It
is precisely because of the difficulty that Opposition
Front Benchers have in defending their poor record on
immigration that we hear them trying to go on the party
political attack rather than accepting the necessary
decisions to deal with our immigration system.

Seema Malhotra (Feltham and Heston) (Lab/Co-op):
Will the Home Secretary confirm her estimates of the
cost of her reorganisation and whether it will be met
from existing budgets?

Mrs May: I can assure the hon. Lady that any costs
incurred in reorganisation will be met from existing
budgets.

Mr Shailesh Vara (North West Cambridgeshire) (Con):
Does my right hon. Friend agree that until the shadow
Home Secretary apologises for Labour’s shambolic
immigration policy when in government, anything that
she or her party says on immigration lacks any credibility
whatsoever?

Mr Speaker: Order. The hon. Gentleman is always a
most courteous Member, but his question suffers from
the notable disadvantage that the Home Secretary has
absolutely no responsibility for the matter in question.
She is responsible for the Government’s policy but does
not have any responsibility for the policy of the Opposition.

Mr Angus Brendan MacNeil (Na h-Eileanan an Iar)
(SNP): As the Home Secretary’s colleague, the Minister
for Immigration, knows, I have been dealing with the
case of Gordon Murray, a local councillor and college
lecturer from Stornoway, who is trying to get his pregnant
Chinese wife and unborn child from China to the
Hebrides before she is unable to fly. The Minister has
been very helpful—Gordon Murray and I are grateful
for that—but he was bequeathed a system that is excessively
bureaucratic and intimidatory and, in this case, is still
cruelly dividing his family. Can we have, as Mr Murray
has asked, a system that puts people’s needs at the
centre rather than numbers and quotas?

Mrs May: I understand that, as the hon. Gentleman
said, my hon. Friend the Minister for Immigration has
been dealing with this case. I want the immigration and
visa part of the Home Office, as it will now become,
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to focus on customer service, but, of course, against the
background of making the right decisions for individuals
who apply to come to the UK.

Alec Shelbrooke (Elmet and Rothwell) (Con): Many
of my constituents work at the UK Border Agency in
Leeds, as do many other people across Leeds. Will the
Home Secretary reiterate what these changes mean to
the people who work there? Will she comment on how
they will be able to do their job more effectively and get
the results that they strive to achieve?

Mrs May: We do not intend that as a result of these
changes there will be changes to any of the UKBA’s
current sites. Most people will continue to do the job
that they have been doing. As I have said, many staff
are doing that assiduously and with the right commitment.
It should be easier for them to do their job in the future
because that part of the organisation, when within the
Home Office, will have a much clearer focus but will
also be making decisions that will enable us to improve
the IT system and the processes within the organisation.

Mr William Bain (Glasgow North East) (Lab): The
Home Affairs Committee discovered a backlog of some
33,000 legacy asylum cases and found that 59,000 cases
have not even been entered on to the computer system.
Is not one of the major reasons for that the loss of staff and
resources presided over by the Home Secretary since
mid-2010? Will she pledge not to be so comprehensively
out-manoeuvred by the Chancellor in the next spending
review as she so clearly was in the previous one?

Mrs May: When the hon. Gentleman is thinking
about figures he should remember that the Government
inherited a backlog of half a million asylum cases. The
Government have cleared that backlog.

Jane Ellison (Battersea) (Con): I welcome the Home
Secretary’s statement. Although we always find that we
get great personal service from individual members of
UKBA, she knows, because I have raised it with her
before, that many people in my central London constituency
find themselves frustrated by some of the current
arrangements. Can she assure me that the new arrangements
will make it easier for some high-performing people to
get their visas more quickly and thus send a keen
pro-business message?

Mrs May: I thank my hon. Friend for raising that in
the House, as she has done with me directly. We certainly
intend to ensure that the service provides a premium
service for business people and others who may need to
come here on a faster basis. Indeed, we are setting up in
India the first super-premium service, which will provide
a 24-hour visa service for individuals who need it.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I thank the Home
Secretary for her statement. One of the biggest complaints
in my office about the UK Border Agency is the processing
of visas and passports, which often takes up to 12 months.

Staff are always helpful, and we appreciate that, but
what assurance can she give to my constituents, who are
totally frustrated with the delays that they face?

Mrs May: I am very conscious that this is one of the
issues that we have needed to address in relation to the
processing of applications. Particular concerns have
been raised with us about the length of time that it has
been taking to process business applications for tier 2
workers to come to the UK. That is currently being
dealt with inside UKBA. I believe that having a clearer
focus on that part of the business, but also working
overtime to improve the IT systems and processes within
it, will lead to the sort of outcome to which the hon.
Gentleman refers.

Mr Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con): Given that
most asylum seekers come to our shores via other
nations, what happened to the previous convention of
returning these people to the last safe country from
which they came? If that has lapsed, can we bring it
back through the immigration Bill that the Home Secretary
has promised?

Mrs May: My hon. Friend refers to the Dublin
regulation, which does indeed enable a country to return
an asylum seeker to the first country in the European
Union that they entered. We are still able to do that,
with the exception of one country—Greece—and we do.

Mark Lazarowicz (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab/
Co-op): We all see in our surgeries lots of cases—sometimes
dozens or hundreds of cases—of bona fide applicants
who are waiting months and months, sometimes years
and years, beyond the guidelines to get their applications
dealt with. Can the Home Secretary assure us that the
changes will lead to improvements in the near future for
these people? We do not want this reorganisation merely
to lead to more interim delay while it is put into effect.

Mrs May: I recognise the hon. Gentleman’s point
about ensuring that the reorganisation does not lead to
further problems in the short term. Like the longer-term
changes to IT systems and processes, it is intended to
try to deal with precisely some of the problems that he
identified regarding the length of time taken to make
decisions.

Rehman Chishti (Gillingham and Rainham) (Con):
Will the Secretary of State clarify whether the new
system will quickly implement judicial decisions to deport
foreign criminals back to their countries?

Mrs May: A number of problems are encountered
when trying to deport foreign national prisoners back
to their country of origin. The new enforcement command
in the Home Office will be able to put greater focus and
emphasis on the removal of those who no longer have a
right to be here and the deportation of foreign national
offenders who should be removed. There are other
issues in such cases and those will be dealt with in the
immigration Bill that I intend to bring forward.
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Points of Order

2.39 pm

Huw Irranca-Davies (Ogmore) (Lab): On a point of
order, Mr Speaker. I apologise for standing pre-emptively
earlier on. I was so excited by the number of statements
and was wondering where the missing one was. Ash
dieback is the biggest tree disease to hit this country
since Dutch elm, and it has spread to 427 sites around
the UK. We welcome today’s publication of the Chalara
management plan, but it is available only on the Department
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs website. The
Government have briefed the press about the publication
of the plan but have not informed the House about it,
despite undertaking to present it to the House. I ask for
your advice once again, Mr Speaker, on how the House
can hold the Executive to account when they fail to
deliver on what they have promised, which on this
occasion was to bring the Chalara management plan
that deals with ash dieback to the House for its
consideration? Instead, it is only out there for the press
and on the DEFRA website.

Mr Speaker: I am sorry to learn of what the hon.
Gentleman has described in his point of order. What I
would say to him is twofold. First, the Deputy Leader
of the House is present on the Treasury Bench and will
have heard the point that he has made. Secondly, there
will be an opportunity in the upcoming general debate
before the Adjournment for Members to raise this
matter if they so wish. No other obvious remedies are
available today, but if the hon. Gentleman wishes to
have recourse to the Order Paper via the Table Office, I
feel sure that he will do so.

Mr Gareth Thomas (Harrow West) (Lab/Co-op): On
a point of order, Mr Speaker. I tabled a round robin
question on 4 December last year asking how many
computers, mobile telephones, BlackBerrys and other
pieces of IT equipment had been lost or stolen in
2010-11 and 2011-12. I have received answers from
every Department apart from the Cabinet Office. It was
due to answer on 6 December. I chased an answer on
16 January and expected an answer on 21 January. I
raised the matter at business questions on 7 February
and the Leader of the House very kindly promised to
endeavour to get me an answer. I still have not received
an answer. What other options are available to me to try
to hold this overbearing Executive to account?

Mr Speaker: The hon. Gentleman has just deployed
one of the options, which is to air the matter on the
Floor of the House in the presence and earshot of the
Deputy Leader of the House. He has described a regrettable
sequence of events. He and other Members know that, from
the Chair, I attach great importance to timely and
substantive replies to questions to Ministers. In this
case, such a reply has clearly not been forthcoming. I
hope that that point will speedily be communicated to
the Minister for the Cabinet Office and Paymaster
General, the right hon. Member for Horsham (Mr Maude).
He or a member of his team should furnish the hon.
Gentleman with the information that is required sooner
rather than later.

Paul Flynn (Newport West) (Lab): On a point of
order, Mr Speaker. This is the third point of order
about Members trying to bring the Executive to account.
There were stories in this morning’s paper that, contrary
to the coalition agreement, large subsidies will be paid
to the nuclear industry. There is a motion after the
ten-minute rule Bill entitled “Financial Assistance to
Industry” on which there can be no debate. On making
inquiries, I found out that the matter was discussed
upstairs. The information available to me is only that
the sum is up to £20 million. I can find no details on
whether that money will go to the nuclear industry. Is it
appropriate that this matter should come before us if
it is not possible for Members to discover what precisely
it is about or to air our objection that it is anti-democratic
and contrary to the coalition agreement?

Mr Speaker: During the next 10 minutes while the
ten-minute rule motion is discussed, the hon. Gentleman
may wish to avail himself of the opportunity to read the
verbatim text of the debate on that matter in Standing
Committee. If that does not satisfy him—I am not an
optimist in these matters so far as the hon. Gentleman
is concerned—he may wish to return to the matter.
Whether it was a Standing Committee of which one
needed to be a member to contribute, I do not know. If
he was not a member of the Committee, I am saddened
for him. I cannot offer any compensation for him today,
but knowing the hon. Gentleman, he will return to this
matter just as predictably as a dog to his bone. We will
hear from him on these matters ere long. I know that
that is not satisfactory, but that is the best that I can
offer him on this, the last day before the Easter recess. If
there are no further points of order, we come now to the
ten-minute rule motion. This is the hon. Gentleman’s
opportunity to do his reading.
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UK Elected Representatives (Disclosure of
Party Membership)

Motion for leave to bring in a Bill (Standing Order
No. 23)

2.44 pm
Mr David Hanson (Delyn) (Lab): I beg to move,
That leave be given to bring in a Bill to require individuals

standing for elected office in the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland to declare any political party of
which they are a member when registering to stand; and for
connected purposes.

The purpose of the Bill is simple. If enacted, it would
mean that citizens who stand for elected office in the
United Kingdom, whether in the European Parliament,
the House of Commons, the Welsh Assembly, the Scottish
Parliament or a county, district, town or community
council, would have to declare any registered political
party membership that they hold at the time that they
submit their nomination papers.

The Bill would apply to all of us. Those like myself
and the many hon. Members in the Chamber today
who are open about their political party membership
will have no problem with the Bill. It will confirm to
electors what they already know about us as candidates.
Those who are genuinely independent of party membership,
such as yourself, Mr Speaker, will equally have no
problem with the Bill, because they too will be declaring
what the public already know. The Bill is aimed at greater
transparency for those who stand under the banner of
an independent, but who are allied to a political party
to the extent that they are a member of it.

The genesis of the Bill goes back some time. When I
was first elected to my local council—amazingly, it was
30 years ago in May—I noticed that a genial independent
councillor who was elected in a very Tory ward always
voted and spoke with Labour. When I asked him about
it, he confessed that he was a member of the Labour
party, but that he stood as an independent as he would
“never have been elected as Labour”.

I did not think that that was fair then and I do not think
that it is fair now. Democracy is surely about people
knowing what they are voting for, as far as is practicable.

My interest in this issue was rekindled last year during
the police and crime commissioner elections, particularly
in my area of north Wales. A number of candidates
stood for the post, including Labour, Conservative, UK
Independence party and independent candidates. One
of the independent candidates for the post was Winston
Roddick QC. He was the successful candidate and is
now operating as the police commissioner for north
Wales. May I say at this point that I wish him well in
that post and hope that he does a good job? My
concerns are solely about transparency in the election.

I knew of Mr Roddick before he became an independent
candidate. He was a well respected senior civil servant
in the Welsh Assembly and had twice been a Liberal
parliamentary candidate. He was and still is a member
of the Liberal Democrats, and yet he put himself forward
under the banner of an independent before 500,000
voters in north Wales. That point was raised during the
election, but it did not receive a high profile—nor, dare
I say it, did the election itself. He received 25,175 votes
on the first ballot on a turnout of less than 15% and
36,688 votes on the second and final ballot, and was
elected.

Interestingly, by comparison, the Liberal Democrats
have never received more than 18,000 votes for
the north Wales region in the four Assembly elections,
which have had much bigger turnouts. Indeed, in 2011,
they got just 11,000 votes on a 40% turnout, compared
with Mr Roddick’s 25,000 votes when he stood as an
independent. I contend, therefore that not having a
party label helped his cause. The feedback afterwards
included a tweet from a constituent of mine, which said:

“I voted for Winston Roddick thinking he was independent
and it now turns out he’s a liberal.”

In that case, the winner has said that he will not take
the whip. However, my contention is that it is very
strange and a little unnerving that a fully paid-up party
member can stand as an independent without resigning
their membership and not be open about the values that
they hold. Mr Roddick says that he was open about his
candidature. In that case, I hope that he will support the
aims of the Bill.

What happened in north Wales is not unique. In the
police and crime commissioner election in Devon and
Cornwall, a former chairman of the Devon and Cornwall
police authority and head of the Liberal Democrat
group on the Association of Police Authorities stood as
an independent. Again, there might be good reasons for
that—dare I say it, but the public might not want to
vote for a Liberal Democrat—but the point is that the
individual was a member of the Liberal Democrats.
Indeed, I checked the website today, and he is still the
leader of the Liberal Democrats on his local council,
having not stood as an independent in that election.

The situation in the City of London corporation is
the same, with most current councillors sitting as
independents, despite being members of political parties.
Only last week, an election was held for it, and although
some candidates stood with party labels, many stood as
independents, even though they had party cards in their
back pockets. One independent winner is an officeholder
of the City of London Conservative association.

It could be worse. I do not think any of us would be
comfortable with the idea of members of parties such
as the British National party and others being able to
stand as independents and have people vote for them as
independents in good faith. In my own constituency in
2004, an individual was elected as an independent, but
two years later, when the BNP’s membership was leaked,
it turned out that he was a member. I am sure that the
voters who put faith in him then might not have done so
had they known his party allegiance. Across the country
there will very shortly be elections where people will be
standing as party members, but also as independents,
and it is important that we have clarity and transparency
on those issues.

For those who worry about the potential infringement
of civil liberties, let me be clear about what the Bill does
not do. It does not prevent anyone from standing for
election or from calling themselves an independent. It
does not even prevent people from standing as independent
despite being party members. It will, however, inject
transparency into the system, so that no one can ever
stand again as an independent, be in a party and not
declare it. There is nothing wrong with being an independent
councillor or MP. It is not my choice, but there is
nothing wrong with it. It is deeply worrying, however,
that people can stand as independent, despite having a
party membership card in their back pocket. It presents
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[Mr David Hanson]

a real problem for our democracy, because the values
that influence parties might well influence the electorate,
and if those values are hidden, the electorate might vote
blind on those issues.

I have raised this issue with the Government and had
hoped for a positive response. Sadly, the Parliamentary
Secretary, Cabinet Office, the hon. Member for Norwich
North (Miss Smith),has confirmed:

“The Government has no plans to require those wishing to
stand as independent candidates to disclose any political party
membership they might hold at the time of nomination. It is for
prospective candidates to decide whether they wish to stand
independently or on behalf of a registered political party.”—[Official
Report, 21 November 2012; Vol. 553, c. 498W.]

That is a shame, but I hope that the Bill will be the start
of a process that will shed light on this issue and allow
the Government to come to a conclusion whereby
independents will have to declare party membership if
they hold it.

My proposal would add transparency to our democracy
and help ensure the public have the information they
need to make an informed choice. It will not add undue
stress or expense to the election procedure and could be
done simply, without the need for a particularly big
shake-up of electoral procedures. This small bit of
information could go someway to ensuring that voters
get what they think they are voting for, rather than for
what they are actually voting for without realising it.
My proposal would add one small, but important,
dimension to the system. It would require that if someone
stands as an independent, or under any label, without
declaring a party membership, action would need to be
taken. I propose that the election be declared void, the
member disqualified and a by-election called. I ask for
no further penalty than that. I simply ask that those
individuals have the opportunity to face the electorate
under their true colours.

I believe that people should be public and proud
about being members of the Labour party, and should
not hide behind the banner of independence, if they
hold a party membership. The Bill will provide some
transparency. I am sure, as I have said, that there are
examples across all parties, so I hope that this is not a
party political point. I want transparency for all members.
We should be proud of our democracy and how our
elections operate. The suppression of such information
is not good for our democratic system. I hope and
believe that the House will share that view. I am pleased
to have secured cross-party support from Liberal Democrat,
Conservative and Labour Members, and I hope that
nobody has anything to fear by it. I commend the
motion to the House.

2.54 pm

Mr Christopher Chope (Christchurch) (Con): I had
not intended to participate in this debate, but having
heard the right hon. Member for Delyn (Mr Hanson), I
am driven to speak against the motion. I seek not to
divide the House, but to put down a marker that the Bill
would not have unanimous support. It would be a
regulatory Bill cutting across the tradition of independence,
particularly in parish and town councils, where people
should not have to declare their party allegiance. It is
perfectly legitimate that somebody stands for election

to a parish or town council on the basis that they are
independent, even if they are a member of a political
party.

The Bill implies that people who belong to political
parties belong only to one political party. I agree with
the right hon. Gentleman’s argument, which he put
forward strongly, about the Liberal Democrats being
duplicitous—I have no quarrel with him on that—but
let us think of students. You, Mr Speaker, were once a
student. Many of them join three or more political
parties at the freshers fare in order to see which has the
most attractive membership. That is a perfectly legitimate
objective for many people who join political parties. It
would be very confusing to the electorate if one of
those students was to declare that they were a member
of four political parties. Where would that leave the
electorate?

Having heard what the right hon. Gentleman said
and having not intended to participate in the debate, all
I can say is that I wish him well with the Bill, but I shall
be opposing it in due course.

Question put and agreed to.
Ordered
That Mr David Hanson, Ian Lucas, John Cryer, Rosie

Cooper, Wayne David, Angela Smith, Sir Bob Russell,
Mr Philip Hollobone, Craig Whittaker, Mr Virendra
Sharma, Andrew Gwynne and Karl Turner present the
Bill.

Mr David Hanson accordingly presented the Bill.
Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on

Friday 3 May 2013, and to be printed (Bill 155).

Business without Debate

DELEGATED LEGISLATION
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing

Order 118(6) and Order of 4 March),

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO INDUSTRY

That this House authorises the Secretary of State to undertake
to pay, and to pay by way of financial assistance under section 8
of the Industrial Development Act 1982, in respect of the Start-Up
Loans scheme, sums exceeding £10 million and up to a cumulative
total of £15.5 million.—(Mr Swayne.)

Question agreed to.
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing

Order 118(6),

TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT

That the draft Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation)
Act 1992 (Amendment) Order 2013, which was laid before this
House on 24 January, be approved.—(Mr Swayne.)

The House divided: Ayes 224, Noes 128.
Division No. 200] [2.58 pm

AYES
Afriyie, Adam
Aldous, Peter
Amess, Mr David
Andrew, Stuart
Arbuthnot, rh Mr James
Bacon, Mr Richard
Baker, Norman

Baker, Steve
Baldry, Sir Tony
Baldwin, Harriett
Baron, Mr John
Beith, rh Sir Alan
Bellingham, Mr Henry
Benyon, Richard
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Berry, Jake
Bingham, Andrew
Binley, Mr Brian
Blackman, Bob
Blackwood, Nicola
Blunt, Mr Crispin
Boles, Nick
Bone, Mr Peter
Bottomley, Sir Peter
Bradley, Karen
Brady, Mr Graham
Brake, rh Tom
Bray, Angie
Brazier, Mr Julian
Bridgen, Andrew
Brine, Steve
Bruce, Fiona
Burley, Mr Aidan
Burns, Conor
Burns, rh Mr Simon
Burstow, rh Paul
Byles, Dan
Cairns, Alun
Carmichael, rh Mr Alistair
Carmichael, Neil
Cash, Mr William
Chishti, Rehman
Chope, Mr Christopher
Clark, rh Greg
Clarke, rh Mr Kenneth
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Coffey, Dr Thérèse
Collins, Damian
Colvile, Oliver
Crabb, Stephen
Crockart, Mike
Crouch, Tracey
Davies, David T. C.

(Monmouth)
Davies, Philip
Doyle-Price, Jackie
Ellis, Michael
Ellison, Jane
Elphicke, Charlie
Eustice, George
Evans, Graham
Evans, Jonathan
Evennett, Mr David
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, rh Michael
Featherstone, Lynne
Field, Mark
Foster, rh Mr Don
Freeman, George
Freer, Mike
Gale, Sir Roger
Garnier, Sir Edward
Gauke, Mr David
George, Andrew
Gibb, Mr Nick
Gilbert, Stephen
Gillan, rh Mrs Cheryl
Glen, John
Goldsmith, Zac
Goodwill, Mr Robert
Graham, Richard
Grant, Mrs Helen
Gray, Mr James
Grayling, rh Chris
Green, rh Damian
Grieve, rh Mr Dominic
Griffiths, Andrew

Gyimah, Mr Sam
Hames, Duncan
Hammond, rh Mr Philip
Hammond, Stephen
Hancock, Matthew
Hands, Greg
Harper, Mr Mark
Harrington, Richard
Harris, Rebecca
Hart, Simon
Harvey, Sir Nick
Haselhurst, rh Sir Alan
Hayes, Mr John
Heald, Oliver
Heath, Mr David
Heaton-Harris, Chris
Hemming, John
Henderson, Gordon
Hendry, Charles
Hinds, Damian
Hollobone, Mr Philip
Hopkins, Kris
Horwood, Martin
Howell, John
Hughes, rh Simon
Huppert, Dr Julian
Hurd, Mr Nick
Jackson, Mr Stewart
James, Margot
Javid, Sajid
Jenkin, Mr Bernard
Johnson, Joseph
Jones, Andrew
Jones, Mr Marcus
Kawczynski, Daniel
Kirby, Simon
Knight, rh Mr Greg
Kwarteng, Kwasi
Lamb, Norman
Lansley, rh Mr Andrew
Leadsom, Andrea
Leech, Mr John
Lefroy, Jeremy
Leigh, Mr Edward
Leslie, Charlotte
Lewis, Brandon
Lewis, Dr Julian
Lidington, rh Mr David
Lilley, rh Mr Peter
Lloyd, Stephen
Lord, Jonathan
Luff, Peter
Macleod, Mary
Maude, rh Mr Francis
May, rh Mrs Theresa
Maynard, Paul
McCartney, Jason
McIntosh, Miss Anne
McLoughlin, rh Mr Patrick
Mercer, Patrick
Metcalfe, Stephen
Mills, Nigel
Mordaunt, Penny
Morgan, Nicky
Morris, James
Mosley, Stephen
Mowat, David
Mulholland, Greg
Munt, Tessa
Murray, Sheryll
Murrison, Dr Andrew
Newton, Sarah

Nuttall, Mr David
Offord, Dr Matthew
Ollerenshaw, Eric
Paice, rh Sir James
Parish, Neil
Patel, Priti
Paterson, rh Mr Owen
Pawsey, Mark
Penrose, John
Percy, Andrew
Perry, Claire
Pickles, rh Mr Eric
Pincher, Christopher
Pugh, John
Raab, Mr Dominic
Randall, rh Mr John
Reckless, Mark
Rees-Mogg, Jacob
Robathan, rh Mr Andrew
Robertson, Mr Laurence
Ruffley, Mr David
Russell, Sir Bob
Rutley, David
Sandys, Laura
Selous, Andrew
Sharma, Alok
Shelbrooke, Alec
Simmonds, Mark
Skidmore, Chris
Smith, Miss Chloe
Smith, Henry
Smith, Julian
Smith, Sir Robert
Soames, rh Nicholas
Spencer, Mr Mark

Stevenson, John
Stewart, Bob
Stewart, Iain
Stride, Mel
Stunell, rh Andrew
Sturdy, Julian
Swayne, rh Mr Desmond
Swire, rh Mr Hugo
Syms, Mr Robert
Thornton, Mike
Tomlinson, Justin
Truss, Elizabeth
Turner, Mr Andrew
Uppal, Paul
Vara, Mr Shailesh
Vickers, Martin
Walker, Mr Robin
Ward, Mr David
Watkinson, Dame Angela
Wharton, James
Wheeler, Heather
White, Chris
Whittaker, Craig
Whittingdale, Mr John
Wiggin, Bill
Willetts, rh Mr David
Williams, Mr Mark
Williamson, Gavin
Wilson, Mr Rob
Wright, Jeremy
Young, rh Sir George
Zahawi, Nadhim

Tellers for the Ayes:
Anne Milton and
Mark Hunter

NOES
Abrahams, Debbie
Alexander, Heidi
Ashworth, Jonathan
Bain, Mr William
Barron, rh Mr Kevin
Bayley, Hugh
Beckett, rh Margaret
Begg, Dame Anne
Benn, rh Hilary
Benton, Mr Joe
Blackman-Woods, Roberta
Brennan, Kevin
Brown, Lyn
Brown, rh Mr Nicholas
Brown, Mr Russell
Campbell, Mr Alan
Campbell, Mr Gregory
Campbell, Mr Ronnie
Chapman, Jenny
Clark, Katy
Connarty, Michael
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, Jeremy
Crausby, Mr David
Creagh, Mary
Creasy, Stella
Cryer, John
Cunningham, Alex
Cunningham, Mr Jim
Dakin, Nic
Davidson, Mr Ian
Docherty, Thomas
Donaldson, rh Mr Jeffrey M.

Doyle, Gemma
Durkan, Mark
Eagle, Ms Angela
Eagle, Maria
Elliott, Julie
Engel, Natascha
Flello, Robert
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Fovargue, Yvonne
Francis, Dr Hywel
Gardiner, Barry
Gilmore, Sheila
Glass, Pat
Glindon, Mrs Mary
Hamilton, Mr David
Hanson, rh Mr David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Healey, rh John
Hendrick, Mark
Hepburn, Mr Stephen
Hillier, Meg
Hilling, Julie
Hodgson, Mrs Sharon
Hopkins, Kelvin
Howarth, rh Mr George
Jamieson, Cathy
Johnson, Diana
Jones, Graham
Jones, Mr Kevan
Jones, Susan Elan
Jowell, rh Dame Tessa
Keeley, Barbara
Khan, rh Sadiq
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Lavery, Ian
Lazarowicz, Mark
Leslie, Chris
Long, Naomi
Lucas, Caroline
MacNeil, Mr Angus Brendan
Mactaggart, Fiona
Malhotra, Seema
Marsden, Mr Gordon
McCabe, Steve
McDonald, Andy
McDonnell, John
McGuire, rh Mrs Anne
McKenzie, Mr Iain
McKinnell, Catherine
Meale, Sir Alan
Mearns, Ian
Miller, Andrew
Mitchell, Austin
Morris, Grahame M.

(Easington)
O’Donnell, Fiona
Onwurah, Chi
Owen, Albert
Phillipson, Bridget
Pound, Stephen
Qureshi, Yasmin
Raynsford, rh Mr Nick
Riordan, Mrs Linda
Robertson, Angus
Robertson, John
Roy, Mr Frank

Ruane, Chris
Sawford, Andy
Seabeck, Alison
Shannon, Jim
Sharma, Mr Virendra
Sheridan, Jim
Shuker, Gavin
Slaughter, Mr Andy
Smith, rh Mr Andrew
Smith, Nick
Spellar, rh Mr John
Stringer, Graham
Stuart, Ms Gisela
Sutcliffe, Mr Gerry
Thomas, Mr Gareth
Thornberry, Emily
Twigg, Derek
Umunna, Mr Chuka
Vaz, rh Keith
Vaz, Valerie
Walley, Joan
Watson, Mr Tom
Weir, Mr Mike
Whiteford, Dr Eilidh
Whitehead, Dr Alan
Williamson, Chris
Winnick, Mr David
Winterton, rh Ms Rosie
Wright, David

Tellers for the Noes:
Tom Blenkinsop and
Alison McGovern

Question accordingly agreed to.
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing

Order No. 118(6)),

PUBLIC BODIES

That the draft Public Bodies (The Office of Fair Trading
Transfer of Consumer Advice Scheme Function and Modification
on Enforcement Functions) Order 2013, which was laid before
this House on 12 December 2012, be approved.—(Mr Desmond
Swayne.)

Question agreed to.

Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North) (Lab):
On a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker. Has a Home
Office Minister notified you that they intend to make a
statement to the House this afternoon? It is being
reported in the media that the Home Office has announced
plans to change the rules on disclosure of criminal
convictions, including removing the need to disclose
adult cautions after six years and convictions after 11
years if the person has not been imprisoned. Given that
this is an important matter, the House should be consulted
on it, so could a Minister clarify the situation?

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): I thank the
hon. Lady for that point of order. I have not been
notified that a Home Office Minister or, indeed, any
other Minister intends to make a statement to the
House today. Should that alter, the House will be informed
in the usual way.

Backbench Business

Flood Insurance
[Relevant document: Oral evidence from the Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs Committee, on Flood Funding,
HC 970 i-iv.]

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): Before I call
Mr Dominic Raab to move the motion, I inform the
House that he will be able to speak for up to 10 minutes
with up to two interventions, and there will be a five-minute
limit on Back-Bench contributions, with the usual two
interventions.

3.12 pm

Mr Dominic Raab (Esher and Walton) (Con): I beg to
move,

That this House notes the Environment Agency’s estimate that
570,000 properties in England and Wales are at significant risk of
flooding; recognises the efforts of the insurance industry and past
and present governments to reach agreement to ensure flood
insurance will be made available to all homes and small businesses
beyond June 2013; calls on the insurance industry to negotiate in
good faith to conclude those arrangements; and further calls on
the Government to acknowledge the need to provide some support
for those arrangements and ensure that resilience and adaptation
to flood risks and other natural hazards are amongst its highest
environmental priorities.

May I first thank the Chair of the Backbench
Business Committee for granting this debate and the
sponsors of the motion, who represent four parties
across the House?

Today’s debate comes just three months before the expiry
of the statement of principles agreed by the previous
Government with the Association of British Insurers.
The statement governs the provision of insurance to
properties that are at “significant risk” of flooding—that
is, properties that have a one in 75 or greater chance
of being flooded in any given year. With the deadline
for agreement looming, Ministers and the ABI remain
deadlocked in negotiations. The House will be only too
aware that the consequences of failing to broker a deal
would be devastating.

If we were to move to an entirely free market model it
is estimated that 1,113 businesses and homes in my
constituency alone would face dramatic hikes in their
premiums or even a refusal to insure. Nationwide, 215,000
more homes would face annual insurance premiums of
more than £750. For owners who could not obtain
affordable insurance, the risks are worse still. With a
typical flood causing between £20,000 and £40,000 of
damage per property, many small businesses and families
would face crushing costs. Meanwhile, the Council of
Mortgage Lenders warns:

“Uncertainty about the future cost and availability of insurance
may affect the ability to sell or obtain a mortgage on a property,”

affecting up to 83,000 homes. Home insurance premiums
are already rising as insurers prepare for a worst-case
scenario. Constituents in Thames Ditton in my constituency
are already reporting steep rises.

We urgently need a new, sustainable, long-term
agreement. As far as I am aware, the only proposal on
the table is that from the ABI, namely its “Flood Re”
insurance scheme.
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Mr Laurence Robertson (Tewkesbury) (Con): I am
grateful to my hon. Friend for raising this very important
subject. Does he agree that another factor to consider is
the level of excesses that insurance companies charge?
If they set the excess at £20,000, the family affected are,
in effect, not insured.

Mr Raab: I thank my hon. Friend for his timely
intervention and I think that he is on point. We need a
comprehensive deal covering all of the aspects of the
insurance premium.

Mr Andrew Smith (Oxford East) (Lab): Will the hon.
Gentleman give way?

Mr Raab: I will not, because I need to make progress
and, under the strictures of Mr Deputy Speaker, I will
need to give way later.

The “Flood Re” insurance scheme would create a
non-profit fund to ensure that cover is available for the
2% of homes that are at significant risk of flooding.
Like the current system, the model would be based on
cross-subsidisation. High-risk home owners would pay
higher premiums, subject to a cap, and benefit from
a subsidy levied on lower risk properties. Today that
subsidy costs the average property owner about £8 a
year—that is the proportion of the insurance premium
that they pay. Under “Flood Re” that would rise by an
estimated £1. Those owning a band A property at
significant risk of flooding would see a 15% increase in
their premium, rising to 43% for more expensive homes.
The point of the scheme, therefore, is to cushion the
most vulnerable. In return, the insurance industry wants
the Government to strengthen flood defences, provide
access to flood risk assessments and enforce planning
regulation on flood plains more rigorously.

The parameters of a balanced deal are emerging.
Ministers have, understandably, refused to sign any
blank cheques, including for bankrolling “Flood Re” or
for providing a temporary overdraft facility underwritten
by the taxpayer. That would be difficult to justify at any
time, but especially with our public finances under such
acute strain.

Mr Smith: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman for
giving way. I strongly support the motion and congratulate
him on securing the debate. Is it not important to bear it
in mind that the insurance companies do not have a
completely free hand in this, because they are required
by state regulators to secure reinsurance on the risk that
they take on? Unless there is some Government
participation to cap that risk, it will be impossible to get
it at an affordable price and the disaster that our constituents
are threatened with will happen.

Mr Raab: I thank the right hon. Gentleman for his
intervention. He has touched on some of the technical
aspects, to which I am sure the Under-Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, my hon. Friend
the Member for Newbury (Richard Benyon), will respond.
It is clear that the state needs to be involved in this. This
cannot be left solely to a free market. Even a free-market
MP like me would accept that.

It would be useful if Ministers could today explain
their position on the gist of the “Flood Re” proposal,
and any concerns they have now that the taxpayer is not

being asked to underwrite the overdraft facility. One
key issue is the balance of contributions by those owning
properties at higher risk and ordinary insurance holders.
Have Ministers considered the composition of the board
of governors of the fund, and in particular the number
and character of members who are independent of both
the Government and the industry? How will the
Government retain control and accountability over future
increases in either the levy or ordinary premiums? Both
aspects are important; it is question of balance.

The “Flood Re” scheme inevitably invites comparison
with models used elsewhere. In the United States, the
national flood insurance programme is not funded on
the basis of cross-subsidisation, but as a result was left
$17 billion in the red after Hurricane Katrina. “Flood
Re” as a model would avoid a situation in which the
British taxpayer covers all losses the market will not
insure—the Dutch Government have such a commitment.
The “Flood Re” model is somewhere between the US
and Dutch models.

Alternative models have been proposed but are not in
the negotiating mix between the ABI and the Government
at this stage. One alternative presented by Marsh, the
insurance broker, would involve mutualisation of 50%
of flood claims among all home owners. That would
pass back to home owners or the Government the risk
of paying the remaining 50% of flood claims. What
view have Ministers taken on that alternative?

More broadly, the negotiations on flood insurance
shed broader light on the UK’s wider environmental
policy. The risks of flooding, which is effectively what
we are debating, prompt a simple question: have we got
our environmental priorities right? Met Office data
show that four of the five wettest years on record have
occurred since 2000. The Government’s chief scientist
has warned that
“in quite a short time scale…we are going to have more floods, we
are going to have more sea surges and we are going to have more
storms”.

Strengthening flood defences should therefore be a top
priority—both in its own right as a matter of sound
policy, but also to contain the rising insurance premiums
that have prompted today’s debate—and yet environmental
resilience has been relatively low down the pecking order
of UK environmental policy for more than a decade. By
way of illustration, the cost to businesses and consumers
of the inefficient green subsidies to solar and onshore
wind through the renewables obligation will be £2.6 billion
this financial year. That is almost as much as the DEFRA
will spend on flooding and coastal defences over the
entire five-year period of this Parliament. Those are skewed
priorities. The Government ought to place greater emphasis
on adapting to the reality of climate change—the
environmental here and now—and spend less time
speculating on technological winners that hike energy
bills, particularly for the squeezed middle, without
substantially decarbonising the UK economy.

That points to a more systemic, bureaucratic problem,
namely the lack of policy coherence between the
Department of Energy and Climate Change and DEFRA
since they were separated in 2008 by the previous
Government. Too often, DEFRA feels like DECC’s
more realistic but poorer cousin, and yet DEFRA is left
to pick up the pieces when an environmental crisis
strikes. Have Ministers considered re-merging the two
Departments? That would integrate policy and realise
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at least £1 billion from cutting bureaucracy, which
could be used to invest in flood defences as well as to
pay off the deficit more quickly.

The state has a role to play in managing acute and
severe risks such as flooding. We need the Government to
provide the right framework to meet UK energy demands,
especially through nuclear power and shale gas; to
invest in flood and coastal defences; and to strike the
right deal with industry, and soon, to protect small
businesses and vulnerable homes from soaring insurance
premiums. I commend the motion to the House.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): I call Rosie
Cooper and remind the House that there is a five-minute
speech limit.

3.22 pm

Rosie Cooper (West Lancashire) (Lab): I commend
the hon. Member for Esher and Walton (Mr Raab) and
agree with most of his comments.

On 7 November 2012 at Prime Minister’s questions, I
asked when West Lancashire constituents could expect
the Government to introduce plans for a new deal on
flood insurance—they had already missed the self-imposed
July deadline. The Deputy Prime Minister replied:

“We are devoting a lot of attention to it, and I hope we will be
able to make an announcement in the not-too-distant future.”—
[Official Report, 7 November 2012; Vol. 552, c. 859.]

Four months have passed, yet there is no deal and no
sign of one.

Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North) (Lab):
As I understand it, we will need primary legislation to
introduce the new scheme. It is very late in the day—it is
already nearly April—and I wonder whether the scheme
will be ready in July and whether something will be in
place this summer to replace the statement of principles.

Rosie Cooper: I hope the Minister can give us reassurances
on that towards the end of the debate.

As 30 June fast approaches, the people of West
Lancashire are less and less assured of the Government’s
ability to protect their homes and businesses. From the
insurance companies’ point of view, it is not surprising
that a deal is yet to be reached. They are faced with an
increasing incidence of extreme weather conditions, a
greater frequency of flooding, and more homes and
businesses being hit. Residents are looking to a future
of potentially massively increased insurance premiums
that many will be unable to afford, assuming they can
get insurance policy cover in the first place. In any case,
they will be left at the mercy of mother nature, waiting
in fear of the next time devastation is wrought on their
home.

Securing what will be a short-term deal on flood
insurance is not a solution to all our problems. Fixing
the insurance problem is inextricably linked to fixing the
underlying flooding issue. For that to happen, we need
to have a change in culture in tackling flooding issues.

At the local level, the flooding response co-ordination
is shambolic. There is no single agency responsible for
actually tackling flooding when it hits. There is no

leadership. In my area, Lancashire county council does
not even attend meetings when it is asked to attend,
abdicating all responsibility for what is going on. When
West Lancashire was hit by flooding on several occasions
at the end of last year, I met people who had been
forced out of their homes. They were angry and upset.
Who do they call when the watercourse is overflowing
on to the land, and the water is running off the land
through their back garden and down on to the highway
where the drains cannot cope with the volume? Many
were passed from pillar to post, with the message from
different agencies as they asked for help as the flood
water headed towards their homes, “We can’t do anything
until your home is flooded.” That is the very point at
which it was too late to save their homes or give them
meaningful help. Local farmers were forced to stand by
and watch as the flood waters destroyed millions of
pounds of food crops. They were ready, willing and able
to take the necessary action to clear the ditches and
watercourses to protect their land and to protect the
crops, but inadequate land management because of
budget cuts, a lack of communication and the need to
undertake an environmental impact assessment before
they could act all but tied their hands.

Across West Lancashire and Sefton, agriculture and
horticulture provide employment for more than 2,500
people and generate more than £230 million in gross
value added to the regional economy. We cannot afford
for flooding not to be addressed. We cannot afford the
prices of food in the shops going up because it has been
destroyed in the fields.

We need to be more proactive than reactive. The
people of West Lancashire do not want to hear from
Ministers about the past. The people need to know that
there is a real partnership and that money will not be
taken from the Environment Agency’s coffers—from
one budget to another—leaving depleted budgets. This
is happening on Ministers’ watch, and they have
responsibility. They have their ministerial jobs, and now
homeowners and business owners are looking to them,
calling on them to act and to act now.

3.28 pm

Nicola Blackwood (Oxford West and Abingdon) (Con):
I congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Esher
and Walton (Mr Raab) on securing this timely and
important debate. I have 1,627 homes and businesses in
my constituency that are at significant risk of flooding.
I have visited streets in Abingdon, Kidlington and
Oxford where ripped-out carpets, kitchen units and
discarded furniture were all piled up and abandoned on
pavements in 2007, and that sight is branded on my
memory. I guarantee that not a single one of those
home owners has forgotten that summer, and since then
we have had any number of flood warnings that serve,
like tremors after an earthquake, to reawaken the anxiety
of that week of flooding and the reconstruction that
followed. It cost the county £3 million and the country
£3 billion.

For those who live at flood risk, there is no respite.
Instead, they live in a constant state of uncertainty,
never knowing what our delightful British climate will
bring. Uncertainty driven by weather is one thing, but
uncertainty that is driven by our response to flood risk
is another. Other than by inventing a weather machine
we are not going to eliminate flood risk, but we have
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three, interdependent levers to mitigate flood risk and
limit the stress that it brings. Those are flood insurance,
flood defences and individual property and community
resilience.

Whether people are rampant climate sceptics or paid-up
members of the Green party, most studies show clearly
that changing weather patterns mean that flooding is on
the increase, while population increases and poor planning
have exacerbated the problem dramatically. We will to
have to get better at using those levers to mitigate that
risk. In particular, overloaded infrastructure, such as
drainage capacity, is leaving increasing numbers of
constituents at the mercy of not only notoriously hard-to-
respond-to surface water, but revolting episodes of effluent
flooding. I am aghast that in this day and age I have
constituents who have to cope with sewage coming into
their homes simply because it is raining. We are supposed
to be living in a highly developed country. The worst
thing is that the insurance situation means that they feel
gagged because they do not want to put their local
property market at risk.

Mr Nick Gibb (Bognor Regis and Littlehampton)
(Con): My hon. Friend’s description of seeing homes in
her constituency flooded reminds me of the problems I
saw in Bognor Regis and Littlehampton on 10 and 11 in
June, when more than 300 homes were flooded. Does
she share my view that in addition to the flood insurance
issue, we need to spend sufficient capital to ensure that
the surface drainage system is sufficient to mitigate such
problems when heavy rainfall occurs?

Nicola Blackwood: I agree that infrastructure is vital.
I believe deeply that many of the problems we face
today stem from an inherited legacy of bad planning.

Mr Andrew Smith rose—

Nicola Blackwood: My right hon. Friend—ish—the
right hon. Member for Oxford East (Mr Smith) knows
how difficult it can be to get accountability and solutions
for constituents when responsibility falls between the
Environment Agency, local authorities and Thames
Water, and he might want to comment on that point.

Mr Smith: I am grateful to my hon. Friend-ish for
giving way. [Laughter.] Flood waters are no respecters
of constituency boundaries and we work closely on
these issues. On planning, does the hon. Lady agree
that, given that successive Governments and councils
of all complexions have allowed so much development
on the flood plain, it is perfectly proper for the state to
pick up some of the responsibility by participating in
insurance schemes, such as “Flood Re”, which are the
only way to protect our constituents from unaffordable
premiums?

Nicola Blackwood: Clearly, it is vital that flood insurance
continues to be widely available and affordable, a point
I will come to in a moment. Although there is frustration
about the responsibility of different agencies working
together to respond to constituents, the emergency response
to flood events locally since 2007 has improved dramatically,
and there have been positive developments on flood
defences in Kidlington and Oxford.

However, none of that addresses the long-term strategic
challenges we face, and insurance has to be at the top of
that list. That is why, with all the other urgent flooding
priorities that we have heard about, we have to focus on
the 30 June deadline. That date dominates the lives of
far too many of my constituents. They fear that they
will suddenly become uninsurable, breach their mortgage
conditions and have unsellable properties. While I appreciate
that negotiations with the Association of British Insurers
have been complex and that there is no easy solution,
especially with the current fiscal situation, it is not as if
we did not see this coming—it has been coming since
the statement of principles was agreed in 2002.

If we are not going to hit the deadline, we need to be
clear and transparent with constituents about what will
happen between then and any future deal. Until now,
the line has been to not undermine negotiations by
giving a running commentary on them. That is not
unreasonable and had an agreement been reached in
time, I think that all would have been forgiven, but
people need to know now how to protect themselves.
Ministers have been clear about their priorities, which
are to ensure that flood insurance remains widely available,
affordable and fiscally sustainable. Nobody is going to
argue with any of those principles, but they will not
help householders to work out how to plan for their
financial future.

I therefore ask the Minister the following questions.
On the stroke of midnight on 30 June, will we have a
free market or will we have some kind of interim
extension of the statement of principles? If it is the
latter, have there been any discussions about what form
it will take? If the Government are going to let the free
market emerge in the interim, will Ministers let it be
genuinely uncontrolled, with all the pricing risks that
holds, or are they considering regulation? If so, what
kind of regulation, and how and when? On “Flood Re”,
the current cross-subsidy is £8. Yesterday the ABI told
me that the proposed levy would also come to £8, but it
would have to be formalised as a tax. However, the
National Flood Forum brief estimates the levy at £13.
What assessment have the Government made of the
levy and what mechanism would they need to regulate
it? Finally, what measures are being considered to incentivise
flood defence investment on a personal, local and national
level? That is the only responsible way to manage flood
risk on an ongoing basis.

I accept that it takes two to tango. I met the ABI
yesterday and I made those points, but I am afraid that
today it is the Minister’s turn. My constituents deserve
to know whether their homes will be insured in July and
on what terms. They deserve at least that measure of
certainty, even though they live in a flood-risk zone.

3.35 pm

Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North) (Lab): In
2007 my constituency in Hull was badly flooded. Ninety-five
per cent of the city is below sea level, so we have always
been prone to flooding, but in 2007 we had surface
water flooding, a phenomenon that is now becoming
more widespread around the country.

Since 2007, I have on several occasions raised in the
House the question of what will happen with flood
insurance come the end of June. Last summer, when I
asked the then Secretary of State for Environment,
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Food and Rural Affairs what was happening, I was told
on the Floor of the House that an agreement was close,
that it would be a much better deal, that premiums
would be affordable and that there would be no unaffordable
excesses either, so I was quite optimistic. That was last
summer. Since then I have written to the new Secretary
of State and asked him what is happening. I have to say
that it is completely unacceptable that the Government
have dragged their feet on this issue, which is so important
to so many householders up and down the country.

I have a great deal of respect for the Minister on the
Front Bench, the Under-Secretary of State for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs, the hon. Member for Newbury
(Richard Benyon). I know he works hard to ensure that
flooding is on the Government’s agenda. My understanding
is that the Treasury is now stopping any agreement
being reached. I understand that the Treasury has to
look carefully at whatever public money has to be set
aside or underwritten for any scheme, but time is running
out. This is about people’s lives. People in Hull who were
flooded in 2007 feel upset that they could be left high
and dry come this summer. They have found it difficult
to get flood insurance over the last few years. Premiums
have gone up considerably and excesses are now very
high. I say to the Minister that action needs to be taken.

I was disappointed that there was nothing in the
Budget last week to deal with this issue. There were
measures to deal with house building and sort out the
housing situation, but if the Minister cannot ensure
that householders up and down this country can have
flood insurance, that will be a considerable blight on the
housing market. People will not be able to get mortgages
or sell their homes. I feel strongly that the Minister now
needs to express to the highest echelons of the Government
the view that this has to be a priority. We are now just
three months off the statement of principles ending. I
do not want to have to tell my constituents that insurance
will no longer be available in the city of Hull, so I ask
the Government to get on and sort this out, please.

3.38 pm

Sir Robert Smith (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine)
(LD): I congratulate the hon. Member for Esher and
Walton (Mr Raab) on bringing this motion before the
House so that we can focus on the urgency of the situation
before us, as we contemplate the ending of the statement
of principles and the need to find a new way forward for
flood insurance.

I cannot think of many things worse than coming
home and finding one’s house inundated with water or
being there when it happens. As hon. Members know
who have experienced this issue from their constituents’
point of view, it is not just water; it is mud and sewage.
It is devastating to have that in the house. However, one
thing that is worse is for that to happen three years after
the last time, as was the case in Stonehaven in my
constituency. The safety net of insurance is one of the
long-term securities to which people look to recover
from the situation. Obviously we thank the emergency
services for all they did and could do on the night to
rescue people and mitigate the situation. Indeed, I want
to place on record the resilience of the local community
in Stonehaven, which rallied round. It was the weekend
before Christmas and people were turning up with

replacement food for Christmas lunches and replacement
gifts for those that the children had lost in the floods. In
that sense, it was great to see the community spirit, but
the insurance response is the issue of long-term importance.

As hon. Members have mentioned, the issue is going
to be of wider interest, as the traditional flood areas are
going to grow and the randomness of flooding events is
going to increase with climate change, the warming of
the atmosphere and its ability to hold more moisture,
making more rain-intensive events. It is thus in our
collective interest to come up with a solution that deals
with flooding, as it is going to be a wider risk, which needs
to be shared. Planning and flood defences, which are
devolved in Scotland, and individual property protection
all make a difference and will help to reduce the risk in
the long term. It is impressive to see how individual property
flood protection can limit the damage on the night.

Naomi Long (Belfast East) (Alliance): Before entering
politics, I spent a lot of time designing sewerage and
drainage systems. One thing that needs to be looked at
for long-term protection is the design standards that are
used. Does the hon. Gentleman agree that we could
collaborate with the civil engineering sector and look to
how we could design our standards differently in order
to respond to the changes in rainfall patterns that we
are seeing?

Sir Robert Smith: It is important for the standards to
reflect the reality of what is to come in the future rather
than to cope with what was learned in the past. The
hon. Lady makes a very important point. The maintenance
and clearing of the drains is also important so that they
can take the surge when it comes. We need to be able to
deal with the debris that goes through the system and
causes blockages, which often mean that the design
specifications have not been met effectively.

Let me reinforce the point that insurance is a collective
risk. As insurance companies have become more
sophisticated with their computers and marketing, the
risk base on which individual premiums are based becomes
narrower and narrower. Coming up with the solution
where we all as a society bear some of the risk of
flooding because we do not know where it will strike
next seems to provide an important way forward. June 2013
is not far away, so I hope the Minister will go away from
this debate recognising the urgency of the situation: we
must provide a solution and people must know how and
when it is going to be taken forward. As has been said, if
people want to continue to mortgage their houses, they
must have insurance, and if new people are to move into
a house, they need to able to insure it and to avoid any
blight on the property.

Mr Gibb: Is my hon. Friend beginning to receive, as I
am, some letters from constituents who are already
encountering difficulties in renewing their building insurance
and particularly the flooding element of it?

Sir Robert Smith: Yes, and the much higher excesses
are difficult for a lot of people to carry or cover. This is
a problem for businesses as well as for domestic properties.

Craig Whittaker (Calder Valley) (Con): Last summer,
some of my Calder Valley constituents were flooded
three times over the course of a month, and they
experienced exactly the same problem—that under the
statement of priorities they are still struggling to get
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affordable insurance and sometimes to get any insurance
at all. Does my hon. Friend agree that, in that case, the
30 June deadline is perhaps not the highest priority?
The highest priority should be getting the right deal for
constituents so that they can go forward into the future.

Sir Robert Smith: Both are important. The right deal
for those not getting a good enough service out of the
statement of principles is extremely important, as is
knowing what it is going to happen after the deadline.
That is important for everyone affected, as they are
going to have to renew their insurance and will have to
find an affordable way of doing that. I commend the
motion as a way of keeping up the pressure and highlighting
our constituents’ perspective that there has to be a
serious solution to this problem.

3.44 pm

Ian Lavery (Wansbeck) (Lab): I congratulate the hon.
Member for Esher and Walton (Mr Raab) on initiating
this timely debate on the Floor of the House. By way of
background, I remind Members that on 5 and 6 September
2008 Morpeth—a market town in my constituency—found
itself at the centre of the most intensive rainfall in living
memory. Some 950 properties in the town, including
dozens of businesses, were directly affected. Surrounding
villages were hit very hard, too, including Hepscott, which
was affected by flash flooding. A number of other
properties were badly flooded. The devastation suffered
by individuals, families, businesses and the community
at large cannot be overstated in any way, shape or form.
It was an experience that will haunt their memories for
many years.

As we debate the issue today, I am delighted that
progress is finally being made in Morpeth. I thank and
congratulate Northumberland county council, which
has allocated £12 million towards the cost of new flood
defences. That money is being delivered with the support
and agreement of the three main political parties. It is
important to recognise the role that the emergency
services have played across the UK, but particularly in
Morpeth in my constituency, and the way that they
operated to help others during those difficult times. The
local community in my constituency, the Morpeth Flood
Action Group and many others pulled together, as has
happened in the constituencies of many other hon.
Members on both sides of the House, in the most
difficult of circumstances. It would be remiss of me not
to mention the Environment Agency and Ian Hodge,
who works at the agency in Newcastle, who has played a
huge role in Morpeth.

The problem has been described as immense, but the
pooling system—an important component of insurance—
will be an integral part of any agreement and, I hope,
positive resolution that is reached. The pooling system
has been proposed under the “Flood Re” model and the
Morpeth model. That system formalises the existing
cross-subsidy. It redistributes the risk to keep affordability
in place for high-risk properties. It represents the only
fair way forward in a changing situation where climate
change is giving rise to an increasing number of extreme
weather events. The ABI model, the “Flood Re” system
and the Morpeth system combine availability with
affordability. The “Flood Mu”, or Noah model, does
not guarantee that because it does not put a cap on
flood premiums.

Damian Collins (Folkestone and Hythe) (Con): Does
the hon. Gentleman agree that it is important that the
insurance industry take into account investment in new
flood defence schemes, including the one that he has
talked about and the new sea wall at Dymchurch in my
constituency? Often insurers base their quotes on generic
information that does not take into account investment
in new defences.

Ian Lavery: That is a powerful comment, with which I
totally agree.

As has been discussed, the ABI has been in discussion
with the Government for several months, perhaps years,
on the ending of the statement of principles in June
2013. The clock is ticking. The deadline is fast approaching.
People want answers. People in Morpeth have been
flooded time and again; hon. Members on both sides of
the House have described the experiences of people in
their constituencies who have suffered greatly time and
again. They cannot get affordable insurance. The excesses
are higher than what the properties are worth, so it is
meaningless.

Time and again, Members on both sides of the
House have mentioned the importance of ensuring that
we have a statement that will ensure something affordable
and accessible is in place when the statement of principles
runs out. We have been told time and again that the
discussions with the ABI are at a critical point, that the
statement is nearly ready and that things are in place.
However, The Times this morning said something
completely different. It suggested that there are huge
difficulties between the ABI and the Government. Perhaps
the Minister, for whom I have a lot of time and who has
been very helpful, can explain from the Dispatch Box
this afternoon where we are with the ABI and what is
likely to happen in the next three months. It is absolutely
imperative that we get something in place for the people
who have been suffering for some time.

I am sure that the Minister will have much more to
say, and it is important that we deal with this issue and
that measures are put in place. I hope that we will not
hear, “We are still in discussions and we cannot really
give any more details, because the matter is confidential
and that wouldn’t be right.” We want an answer today
for everyone who lives in a property on a flood plain.
We do not want to hear, “Something will happen.” Give
us the answers, so we can tell our constituents what the
situation is and they can feel safe.

3.50 pm

Julian Sturdy (York Outer) (Con): I am grateful for
the opportunity to make a short contribution to this
very important debate on flood insurance, which I
congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Esher and
Walton (Mr Raab) on securing.

As the Member of Parliament for a constituency that
contains two major river courses and surrounds one of
the most historic, flood-hit cities in the country, I
naturally have constituents who express a great deal of
concern about flooding, its impact on the local community
and on the availability and affordability of flood insurance.
Flood insurance is an issue not only for those who have
sadly been flooded, but for those who have not and may
never be but are deemed to be in a flood-risk area.

1529 153026 MARCH 2013Flood Insurance Flood Insurance



John Glen (Salisbury) (Con): My constituent Sarah
McKerlie told me just a few days ago that the sale of her
property has fallen through three times because of the
ambiguous risk. The current uncertainty is leading to
irrational behaviour that does not necessarily relate to
insurability. This uncertainty needs to end, so that
people can sell their properties. It is a real blight and is
causing major distress to many people.

Julian Sturdy: I entirely agree with my hon. Friend. I
have a number of constituents in the same boat who
bring the same concerns to me.

Given that the statement of principles comes to an
end in June, the future looks very uncertain for many of
my constituents and those of Members throughout the
House, so I welcome the motion today. I want to focus
on a village in my constituency situated to the south of
York, on the banks of the River Ouse. Large parts of
Naburn are at a significant risk of flooding. Late last
year, I was contacted by a Naburn resident who informed
me that, over the past 37 years, his property has been
badly flooded on four separate occasions. In the six
months since last autumn’s terrible wet weather, some
homes in Naburn have been flooded numerous times.
Thankfully, the people of Naburn have a strong sense of
community spirit. They are Yorkshire folk, after all,
and they are starting to pull together to do all they can
to reduce their collective flood risk.

Following a public meeting in the village in November,
the parish council and a group of interested residents
set up a working group to investigate inexpensive and
cost-effective measures that they can swiftly enact to
help them deal with flooding before it affects their
properties.

Nicola Blackwood: I suspect that my hon. Friend is
about to describe a flood group like the Oxford Flood
Alliance, which he and I are familiar with. It plays a
huge role in reducing flood risk in Oxford by coming up
with flood plans, mitigating flood risk in communities
and developing flood resilience. Does he agree that this
is a really important thing to encourage, and that any
future flood insurance scheme must encourage such
developments?

Julian Sturdy: I entirely agree with my hon. Friend.
Local flood groups are very important for our communities.
I am sure that, like my community flood group, my hon.
Friend’s is working hard with the Environment Agency,
the local authority and the local water and drainage
boards to improve flood resistance capabilities.

Some ideas that have been considered include allowing
local residents to have control over mobile pumping
units and sandbag storage and delivery and to use their
local knowledge to protect the most vulnerable people.
We must not forget that there are some severely vulnerable
people in flood-risk areas, and we must make sure that
they do not become isolated by flooding. Independently,
many people are considering making flood resilience
improvements to their own homes.

The hard work, positive action and sense of resolve
that I have witnessed in Naburn is extraordinary, and
the community should be commended for its collective
approach to the problems that it faces. I am well aware
that, as has been pointed out, there are similar stories

across the country of communities coming together to
battle the difficulties of flooding, and they should all be
commended.

Mr Andrew Smith: I, too, praise the Oxford Flood
Alliance. Insurance is one aspect being pursued there.
The alliance has found that just because one person in
one property gets a quote from an insurance company
their neighbour may not be able to get anything like a
similar quote from the same company, because the
companies limit their exposure in these areas. That is
driving up premiums and giving people intolerable
uncertainty.

Julian Sturdy: I entirely agree with the right hon.
Gentleman, and I have been told of similar circumstances
in relation to the accessibility of local flood insurance.

What my constituents fear, as I do, is that their
efforts, which I have just explained, could all be in vain
if the statement of principles ends without a new agreement
in place. Home insurance premiums would sky-rocket
for all residents in communities such as Naburn, regardless
of whether or not a property is susceptible to flooding.
Some people would lose flood insurance altogether,
and, as has been said, mortgage agreements could be at
risk as a result. I understand the need for negotiations
between the Government and the ABI to be private and
confidential, but the lack of any specific details emerging
from the negotiations is fuelling my constituents’ concerns
about how they will cope in the future.

My constituents are prepared to come together to
work as a community to face up to the flooding threat
on their doorstep. They therefore need the same
commitment from the Government and the insurance
industry to do all that they can to protect people from
the worst excesses of flooding and deliver an agreement
that improves the availability and affordability of flooding
insurance where flood resilience measures fail. It is time
for action.

3.57 pm

Sheryll Murray (South East Cornwall) (Con): First, I
ask the House to join me in offering our heartfelt
condolences to the family of Susan Norman, who suffered
a tragic fatal accident during a landslip caused by heavy
rainfall in Looe in my constituency on Friday. May I
pay a special tribute to all the people from the emergency
services who attended the scene and worked tirelessly
throughout the day? I also wish to thank my hon.
Friend the Member for Esher and Walton (Mr Raab)
for securing today’s important debate.

My constituency has been one of the places worst hit
by flooding over the past couple of years. The BBC
acknowledged that places such as Looe, Polperro and
my own village of Millbrook were some of the worst
affected in Britain by flooding in November and December
2012. The heavy rainfall resulted in a lot of damage to
highways, infrastructure and homes across my constituency.
Cornwall council has estimated the cost of repairing the
damage across Cornwall to be about £2.5 million.

I would like to take this opportunity to thank the
Under-Secretary of State for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs, my hon. Friend the Member for Newbury
(Richard Benyon) for visiting my constituency to see for
himself the devastating effects of the floods. It meant a
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lot to my constituents and it also meant that he was also
able to see for himself the damage and destruction
caused by surface water run-off in both east and west
Looe.

The most recent fatal landslip occurred just yards
away from one that took place last December. So will
the Minister join me in calling for the immediate publication
of all road surveys and reports that have been undertaken
over the past four years on the roads in the town of
Looe and in the wider area of Cornwall? That would
allow insurance companies and residents to be reassured,
given the obvious and understandable concern that
there is at the moment.

The House should be aware that the residents raised
the possibility of the landslip that took place last week
when they wrote to the council on 15 January. They
asked:

“Is there a risk of subsidence or landslide on to the back of or
even engulfing our properties?”

They also asked whether they and their homes would be
safe. The council’s response was:

“The site has been inspected on a number of occasions and all
areas giving rise to concern are included within the current works
programme.”

That work programme was due to be completed and the
road to be reopened at the end of this week.

The residents wrote again and presented a 60-page
dossier to the chief executive of the council in February;
they are waiting for a reply. I last wrote to the local
councillor for an update in February, but again I am
still waiting for a reply. A Looe town councillor, Councillor
Brian Galipeau, formally proposed that the town council
should take on the job of securing reassurance about
the stability of Hannafore road and lane and sought a
contingency plan in case of road failure to reassure the
residents, and I am disappointed that the request has
been met with what I understand to be accusations of
scaremongering.

I am sure the Minister will agree that securing reassurance
about road stability deserves to be treated in a responsible
manner, because it can affect the availability of insurance
for those residents. I hope that he will join me in calling
for the immediate funding he announced yesterday to
be used for physical flood prevention measures and not
to employ yet another council officer.

Let me finish by highlighting the situation for two of
my constituents. The first was being charged £200 to
£300 for her flood insurance last year. Her home was
flooded and in January, she was informed that it would
cost £530 to renew her policy. The huge increase in her
costs caused her to look elsewhere, but the majority of
companies refuse to take her on at the moment. Another
constituent has had major issues obtaining insurance
since her property was flooded. She was informed by
her insurance company that it needed a report from the
Environment Agency, which has not given the necessary
guarantees. I hope we will get some answers from the
Minister today.

4.2 pm

Stephen Gilbert (St Austell and Newquay) (LD): I
join my hon. Friend the Member for South East Cornwall
(Sheryll Murray) in expressing condolences to the family
and friends of her constituent, who was so tragically
killed. It shows the importance of this debate and the

need, as all Members have said, for the Government to
get on with the job and provide a solution for what will
happen at the end of the statement of principles.

There has been tremendous unanimity across the
Chamber. I agreed with every word of what the hon.
Member for Oxford West and Abingdon (Nicola
Blackwood) said and with most of what the hon. Member
for Kingston upon Hull North (Diana Johnson) said,
although perhaps not the tone in which she said it. I
recognise that the Government have worked hard behind
the scenes with the Association of British Insurers to
reach a solution, but the clock is ticking.

It gives me no pleasure to be standing in the Chamber
talking about flooding again, as I think that this is the
fourth or fifth time that I have raised the issue in the
House. The key point is the continued availability and
affordability of insurance. A second issue, which I shall
touch on briefly, is the operation of the Bellwin scheme—
that is, shall we say, the insurance policy for local
authorities that are hit by the cost of cleaning up floods.
Before I do that, I want to join hon. Members from all
parties who have paid tribute to the volunteers in their
constituencies who are helping to build community
resilience. Whether they are in Mevagissey, St Austell,
Pentewan or Polmassick—or, perhaps most notably, in
St Blazey—I see a huge amount of voluntary work in
my constituency, with people coming forward and
developing strategies and contingency plans.

As we all know, flooding can be devastating, even
when there is no loss of life. It can have a devastating
impact on businesses and individuals as possessions
and memories are washed away. In the clear-up, people
need to know that insurance companies will pay out in a
timely way and that they will be able to get insurance
again for the future. Sadly, there remains a considerable
danger that this simple aspiration for business and
home owners will not be guaranteed and that affordable
flood insurance will become unavailable in our country.

The scale of the challenge is getting worse, not better:
one in every six homes are at risk of flooding; 2.4 million
properties are at risk from the sea and rivers; 2.8 million
homes are at risk from surface flooding; and 5 million people
live or work in flood-risk areas. As my hon. Friend the
Member for West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine
(Sir Robert Smith) said, with the extent and nature of
the threat we face changing, surely our response as a
society should change, too. We are in an era of climate
change and we all face unpredictable flooding risks and
the potential for great costs. Therefore, I encourage the
Government to recognise that this is not a problem that
can be contained to specific areas; it is a national
problem that requires a national response.

As my hon. Friend the Member for South East
Cornwall made clear, Cornwall has suffered hugely
with the costs of repairing flood damage over recent
years. The latest estimate I have from Cornwall council
is that the cost in November and December for last
year’s floods alone is £7.4 million in revenue and capital
expenditure. The Government have rightly activated the
Bellwin scheme, the insurance policy for local authorities
hit by flooding.

Sheryll Murray: Does my hon. Friend agree that
under the Bellwin scheme’s rules the fact that Cornwall
was changed to a unitary authority from six districts
and one county council has disadvantaged Cornwall
considerably?
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Stephen Gilbert: My hon. Friend pre-empts the point
I was about to make, and which I have made before. We
need to review the Bellwin scheme in order to take
account of different types of local authority structure,
whether single-tier, such as Cornwall’s unitary council,
which I believe gives Cornwall a stronger voice overall,
or two-tier, such as Devon, with its district council and
county council, which has a lower threshold for activating
Government support. In Cornwall’s case, the threshold
is £1.4 million of expenditure, which needs to be defrayed
before the Bellwin scheme provides any central Government
support. If that threshold is not met, the whole bill
must be picked up by the local authority. Even if it is
met, the local authority will still have to pick up 15% of
the additional total.

There are very strange rules relating to different types
of expenditure. Although the immediate response to
incidents—the £181,000 for the fire and rescue service
and the cost of advice to residents and of housing
support, for example—might fall within the Bellwin
scheme if the threshold is crossed, the repairs to highways
and other capital expenditure to put right what the
flood damage put wrong are not covered. I say to the
Minister that as well as ensuring that flood insurance
for homes and businesses remains affordable and available,
and recognising that we are all in it together, local
authorities need to know that the Government stand
behind them, too. With climate change happening, it is
clear that flooding will continue, but we must not leave
people, businesses and councils hung out to dry when
the waters recede.

4.8 pm

Jonathan Evans (Cardiff North) (Con): I begin by
drawing attention to my entry in the Register of Members’
Financial Interests and to my chairmanship of the
all-party group on insurance and financial services. It is
in that context that I think it is helpful to share with the
House some of the observations that have been made
by the insurance press about the discussions with the
Government over recent years, which Post magazine
has described as “negotiations to nowhere”.

It is astounding that it was in 2008 that the insurance
industry made it clear that it would be withdrawing
from the statement of principles. May I make it absolutely
clear that it is important that it should do so, because
many of the individual cases that Members have drawn
attention to here are not covered by the statement of
principles? They are not in this jeopardy because of the
expiry of the statement of principles; the statement of
principles does not have an “all circumstances”provision.
That is why it is necessary to address the matter.

In 2008 I was in the European Parliament, and I was
surprised to see that no progress had been made by the
time I came here in 2010. I am astounded, frankly,
that here we are in 2013, barely weeks away, and still
there is no progress to announce. It is not as though we
have not dealt with these issues before. The insurer of
last resort is, in fact, the Government. They took on
that role in relation to “Pool Re”, when we needed to
create terrorism insurance, and it was done in a matter
of weeks. The Lloyds-Equitas debacle, which I had
ministerial responsibility for resolving, was resolved
within 12 months. Following 9/11, no insurance was
available to the aviation industry in this country, and

that matter was resolved by Government within a matter
of days. Yet here we are, years and years later, with no
progress to announce.

I commend my hon. Friend the Member for Esher
and Walton (Mr Raab) for securing this debate and for
his speech. He has called for good faith on the part of
the insurance industry and for a Government contribution.
That has also been said by other Members and in The
Times leader to which reference has been made.

On good faith in the insurance industry, the all-party
group on insurance and financial services has held three
meetings since the election specifically on these issues.
People have attended from the Association of British
Insurers, on every occasion, from the British Insurance
Brokers Association, on every occasion, and from the
National Flood Forum. People from Aon, from Guy
Carpenter and from Marsh have outlined the range of
proposals that they have been making to Government.
In an all-party group meeting on 12 October, Aon
raised for the first time a variation on the “Flood Re”
proposal, but we do not know what the Government’s
response has been. In November, there was a bit of a
spat when the ABI thought that the Government were
not going to make any contribution. In response, it was
claimed that it was nonsense to say that there was an
impasse. Yet here we are, approaching the Easter break,
and we still seem to have an impasse.

I do not blame the Minister. He attended a flood
summit back in 2010, and he absolutely understands all
the issues. However, I wonder to what extent his hands
are tied elsewhere, perhaps not so much by the change
in Secretary of State but by the involvement of the
Cabinet Office in some aspects of these discussions. It
is said that the Government may have been spooked by
the original discussions, which had been going
constructively, when they looked at the overall cost of
flooding. However, that is not good enough. We have
heard it suggested that there could be an extension of
the statement of principles, but that is a voluntary
agreement with the industry, and it is not going to
happen; we can rule it out. The reality is that we will
either see a return to the free market or the Government
will have to get their act together, and soon.

4.12 pm

Penny Mordaunt (Portsmouth North) (Con): I, too,
congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Esher and
Walton (Mr Raab) on securing this debate. I am grateful
for the chance to speak, because many of my constituents,
especially in Paulsgrove, Cosham, Drayton and Farlington,
have been affected by these issues.

We have good sea defences in Portsmouth, but we
have a very dilapidated sewerage and drainage system
that has caused many of the problems on and around
the Portsdown Hill area. A programme of works is now
in place to rectify those problems, and so far we have
been able to protect local people from the increases in
their insurance premiums as they have had to submit
repeated claims for repeated flooding and sewerage
leaks.

I agree with many of the points that have been made,
and I will not go over them again. I wish to touch on
two additional issues that add insult to injury. The first
of these is planning. Planning applications are approved
even when the new build is on a serious flood plain.
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An applicant for a dementia care home in my constituency
attempted to placate the planning committee by saying—I
kid you not—that because the building was high-rise, if
there were a flood the residents would be able to get to
high ground. The application was approved. The advice
of local planning committees and the Environment
Agency is often ignored, or their decisions overturned.

I hope that there could be an incentive for a slightly
more responsible stance on these issues. There is a gap
in the market for an “Environment Agency Says No”
website, so that whether it is a house or a care home
place being purchased, the consumer would be able to
check whether the agency has given the site and the
development the thumbs up.

Nicola Blackwood: My hon. Friend is making some
excellent points about Environment Agency approval of
flood plains. She began by talking about dilapidated
sewerage systems. Does she agree that we need to include
Thames Water more in decisions about planning, because
a lot of our drainage systems are causing problems with
surface water flooding?

Penny Mordaunt: My hon. Friend is right. The
Environment Agency has told me that it would like to
be more involved with such planning decisions and
there are many other organisations that we should take
advice from.

The transparency that I have described would not
deal with current cases, but it would head off future
grief by providing an incentive for developers to behave
more responsibly.

The final issue that I will touch on is compensation
for deliberate flooding. There have been cases in my
county, although not in my constituency, of landowners
having their land flooded deliberately by the local authority
to prevent greater damage elsewhere. That is quite
understandable, but in such cases the landowner should
be able to access some form of compensation. I would
be grateful for the Minister’s views on that.

Finally, I congratulate the Backbench Business
Committee, my hon. Friend the Member for Esher and
Walton and all Members who have made possible this
timely debate on an important issue.

4.15 pm

Neil Parish (Tiverton and Honiton) (Con): It is a
great pleasure to speak in this debate. I, too, thank my
hon. Friend the Member for Esher and Walton (Mr Raab)
for securing it and the Backbench Business Committee
for holding it.

Flooding has been a particular problem in the past
year throughout my constituency. Tiverton, Cullompton,
Seaton, Axminster and Uplyme have all been affected
by flooding and Feniton has been flooded several times.
We need to ensure that my constituents and people
across the country can get flood insurance that they can
afford.

I have a great deal of respect for my hon. Friend the
Member for Cardiff North (Jonathan Evans), but he
speaks, naturally enough, on behalf of the insurance
industry. It is a wonderful industry, but it is not terribly
charitable. It is there to make a profit. There is nothing

wrong with profit, but we must not set up a system that
puts a levy on all insurance payers in order to pay for
those in flood-risk areas.

Jonathan Evans: I do not want my hon. Friend to
miss the fact that the “Flood Re” scheme, about which
everybody has spoken, is a not-for-profit scheme. It is
important that everybody recognises that.

Neil Parish: I thank my hon. Friend for correcting me
about that being a not-for-profit scheme, but that was
not the point I was making.

My point is that when we levy all insurance payers to
build up a fund that takes the risk of properties in
high-risk areas away from the insurance companies, we
should not be too generous because insurance companies
are all about taking risk. That is what they are in
business for. They should therefore be able to take their
fair share of risk. I want to ensure that the insurance
companies step up to the plate, but also that the
Government help those who, in their areas, cannot get
flood insurance under a private scheme on the free
market. That is the balance that must be struck.

Mr Andrew Smith: Does the hon. Gentleman agree
that there is a precedent for the Government’s participating
in the way that we are all advocating in the “Pool Re”
arrangements that provide terrorism insurance cover?

Neil Parish: I agree with the right hon. Gentleman
that the Government can step up to the plate and be the
insurer of last resort. However, the point I am making is
that the Government must be the insurer of last resort,
not the insurer of first resort.

Because there has been so much flooding in the past
year, the insurance companies have naturally been putting
the maximum possible pressure on the Government.
They are in business, so it is right for them to do so.
However, given that everybody who pays insurance
across the piece will pay for the scheme, the Government
must ensure that everybody is dealt with fairly.

It is essential that people who genuinely cannot get
insurance—those who have been flooded two or three
times, such as my constituents in Feniton—can get
insurance in the future. The current statement of principles
does not cover them. I am therefore looking forward to
the Government putting in place a much better system
so that people can access insurance irrespective of whether
they have been flooded several times. It is not their fault
that they live in a property that is flooding; in many
respects, it is planning decisions that generate floods.

In the village of Feniton, there have been appeal
decisions allowing more houses to be built where the
appeal inspector has actually recognised in his brief
that the village will flood and might flood further as a
result of the development, but has allowed the houses
anyway because the district council has not got its
five-year housing plan up to speed. That means that the
poor people down the bottom of Feniton will get flooded
even more. What is the logic of that? This must be not
only about flood insurance but about a planning policy
that says we do not build on flood plains or on hills
above villages so that the water runs off and floods the
people at the bottom end of the village even more.
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This is something I get quite excited about, because the
people who get flooded should not have to put up
with it.

Other hon. Members have talked about ensuring that
the money for the Bellwin scheme is available when, for
example, roads are washed away by floods. Very often,
the Government claim that Bellwin is available to local
authorities, but when the latter claim it, the Government
and the bureaucracy decide that many of the proposed
schemes to cover flood damage are not eligible. That
has to be dealt with.

Sheryll Murray: Does my hon. Friend agree that the
Bellwin scheme is only for immediate and emergency
repairs, which it is often not possible for local authorities
to carry out?

Neil Parish: My hon. Friend is absolutely right. If a
road or bridge is washed away, the local authority might
not be able to put it right immediately, but it will still
have an effect on local people and local authority
spend.

I am keen for the Government to negotiate a system
that gives people access to affordable flood insurance in
high-risk areas; otherwise, we will end up putting a levy
on all insurance payers, only to find that people cannot
get genuinely affordable insurance. That is key. I will
want to see in the proposal what the word “affordable”
means, because what is affordable to one person is not
affordable to another. I do not want the insurance
companies gobbling up a great deal of money and then
not offering affordable assurance to my constituents in
villages and towns that have been flooded.

4.23 pm

Gavin Shuker (Luton South) (Lab/Co-op): Thank
you, Mr Deputy Speaker, for calling me to speak in this
important debate. It has been a good debate, and I
congratulate the hon. Member for Esher and Walton
(Mr Raab) on securing it and the Backbench Business
Committee on giving it the importance it deserves.

We have heard several fantastic speeches and many
comments that were true for Members on both sides of
the House. My hon. Friend the hon. Member for West
Lancashire (Rosie Cooper) made a strong argument
about the link between flood defences and flood insurance,
while the hon. Member for Oxford West and Abingdon
(Nicola Blackwood) raised concerns on behalf of the
1,627 of her constituents who will be particularly affected
if flood insurance is not available. To her point about
drainage, I would add that there are six provisions in the
Flood and Water Management Act 2010 that have not
yet been enacted and which I invite the Government to
implement.

My hon. Friend the Member for Kingston upon Hull
North (Diana Johnson), who is a dogged campaigner
for her constituents, has made endless attempts to
establish the true state of the negotiations and made a
powerful argument, while the hon. Member for West
Aberdeenshire and Kincardine (Sir Robert Smith) talked
about the devastating effects of flooding in his community
and made a strong point about how the increasing
unpredictability of recent flood events are causing us to
ask fundamental questions about the nature of risk.

My hon. Friend the Member for Wansbeck (Ian
Lavery) made a powerful speech about his constituency
and his constituents in Morpeth, where nearly 1,000
properties were devastated in those terrible scenes. The
hon. Member for York Outer (Julian Sturdy) mentioned
the village of Leyburn and the problems faced by
residents there. He rightly asked a question that I will
go on to ask: would it not be terrible if those constituents
came together to manage their flood risk but were let
down by the Government and the insurance industry in
getting a deal?

Hon. Members across the House will, I am sure,
agree with comments made by the hon. Member for
South East Cornwall (Sheryll Murray) about the tragic
event in Looe last week, and our condolences go out to
the families of those concerned. There are other issues
elsewhere in Cornwall, and the hon. Member for St Austell
and Newquay (Stephen Gilbert) spoke about the inevitable
unwinding of the cross-subsidy in the system, should
we move to a free market position.

The hon. Member for Cardiff North (Jonathan Evans)
made a powerful speech about the lack of urgency and
care from this Government, and he put it best when he
said that they must get their act together, and soon—a
point I will go on to make. The hon. Member for
Portsmouth North (Penny Mordaunt) drew on matters
relating to planning and deliberate flooding, reminding
us that we must view this issue in the round. Finally, the
hon. Member for Tiverton and Honiton (Neil Parish)—a
constituency that has seen more water than most in the
past 12 months—drew on the key issue of affordability
and reminded the House that we are discussing a not-
for-profit scheme.

Ninety-six days are all that stand between today’s
near-universal coverage for flood damage and an unfettered
free market that will leave tens of thousands of people
with homes that are uninsurable, unmortgageable and
unsellable—96 days, and the clock is ticking.

I am disappointed that the Minister for Government
Policy, the right hon. Member for West Dorset (Mr Letwin),
is unable to be with us today as it is clear that he is
leading on negotiations. I am sure that his services as a
Government troubleshooter are needed elsewhere, but
whatever measure of success the Government apply, so
far the process leading to whatever deal we will get has
been a failure—a failure of competence, ambition and
ideology, and a failure of the Prime Minister.

Hon. Members might remember the Prime Minister’s
comments during the extensive flooding of November
last year:

“I’m sure we will do a deal…We are in negotiations at the
moment…We need to take a tough approach frankly and it’s
important insurance companies do what they are meant to, which
is provide insurance to households and we are going to make sure
that happens.”

Just to make it perfectly clear, he said: “I am personally
involved”. That was last year, yet 200,000 high-risk
homes could find themselves without insurance in 96 days.

In government we negotiated a wide-ranging agreement
to ensure near universal access to flooding insurance.
The limitations to that scheme have been made clear,
which is why in 2008 we agreed, alongside the insurance
industry, that a successor deal would be needed. This
Government, however, have had three years but they
have squandered them. They had an insurance industry
willing to negotiate to find a solution, and I made it
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clear that the Opposition will take a responsible approach
and support any deal to ensure affordable and available
insurance. The Government had the resources of the
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs,
the Cabinet Office, and even of No. 10 Downing street,
yet with 96 days to go there is still no deal.

The consequences of that are stark. Nick Starling
from the Association of British Insurers warned that
the only alternative to a deal with the Government
“is a free market, meaning up to 200,000 people will find insurance
unavailable or unaffordable.”.

Ian Crowder of AA Insurance has stated:
“We are concerned insurance premiums will spiral out of

control if no agreement is reached between the ABI and the
Government.”,

and Paul Broadhead of the Building Societies Association
warned chillingly:

“Failure to reach agreement could also have an effect on
mortgage lending in high risk areas”.

The National Flood Forum stated:
“Government needs to accept its responsibilities of protecting

its citizens by making a decision. Failure to make a proposal will
put thousands of people at risk”.

In short, if the Government fail to get a deal, nearly
200,000 households could find themselves without
insurance, unable to sell, and with their properties revalued
sharply downwards. That could place them in negative
equity and create tranches of property blight across the
constituencies we represent. In other words, the stakes
could not be higher.

Given those consequences, it is even more worrying
that the Government seem unable to admit that they
are struggling. In a letter to me of 19 April 2012, the
Minister stated:

“I cannot comment on the timing of any future announcements
on this issue but have committed to providing a further update
this spring”

For the sake of clarity, that was spring 2012. No response.
In response to my written question of 18 June 2012, the
Minister said that the Government were
“at an advanced stage in intensive negotiations with the industry
on alternative arrangements for when the Statement of Principles
expires.”—[Official Report, 18 June 2012; Vol. 546, c. 738W.]

In her written ministerial statement of 11 July 2012,
the former Secretary of State, the right hon. Member
for Meriden (Mrs Spelman), said:

“Intensive discussions with the insurance industry are continuing
and we will announce further details in due course.”—[Official
Report, 11 July 2012; Vol. 548, c. 30WS.]

Last November, Lord De Mauley said in the other
place:

“We are in intense but constructive negotiations with the
industry and further announcements will be made in due course”.—
[Official Report, House of Lords, 1 November 2012; Vol. 740,
c. 644.]

When asked a question by my hon. Friend the Member
for Nottingham South (Lilian Greenwood) in January,
the Minister said:

“We want to protect those on low incomes in flood-risk areas,
and we think we have a method of doing that. We are at an
advanced stage in negotiations; I will come to the House shortly, I
hope, with details.”—[Official Report, 24 January 2013; Vol. 557,
c. 445.]

Come the next set of DEFRA questions in March, the
Minister responded to another question asked by my
hon. Friend by saying:

“Constructive negotiations continue with the insurance industry,
at the highest levels of Government, on a range of approaches
that could succeed the current statement of principles.”—[Official
Report, 7 March 2013; Vol. 1109, c. 559.]

This situation would be comical if it were not so
serious. This is the mañana Department of a mañana
Government—always tomorrow and no help for today.

Even if an agreement could be reached, it would
require primary legislation. The Minister should admit
what we now know to be true—that this will not be in
place for 30 June. The 570,000 properties to which this
motion applies and the 570,000 families that could find
their homes uninsurable, unmortgageable and unsellable
are calling for certainty, but there is none.

What is the plan? To deny the risk and the social
responsibility that any Government bear would deny
one of the most basic laws of political gravity, which is
that catastrophic risk resides with us all. When catastrophic
floods devastate streets, towns and communities, we rightly
expect the Government to be there to help us pick up
the pieces. That is what is so short-sighted about the
Government’s response to getting a deal done on flood
insurance.

As the Minister has previously made clear, there is
only one deal on the table. The alternative is a free
market that will allow insurers to leave the market for
high-risk properties and that will unwind a long-standing
settlement that flood insurance should be available as
part of every policy.

Climate change is making flooding more prevalent
and less predictable, and the UK climate change risk
assessment cites it as the No. 1 threat that we need to
adapt to. I have made it clear that the Opposition seek
to be helpful and constructive in securing a deal that
protects home owners, businesses and communities
vulnerable to the risk of flooding. Despite our constructive
approach, Ministers have refused to brief this House or
involve the Opposition in the discussions. As each week
passes, it is becoming harder to defend a situation in
which Ministers appear to be drifting without giving
any indication of when a deal will be concluded.

This Government must get a grip. They have 96 days
and the clock is ticking.

4.32 pm

TheParliamentaryUnder-Secretaryof StateforEnvironment,
Food and Rural Affairs (Richard Benyon): I echo the
plaudits given by Members on both sides of the House
to my hon. Friend the Member for Esher and Walton
(Mr Raab) for securing this debate and to the Backbench
Business Committee for agreeing to it.

I say from the start that, yes, the Government are in
arduous and urgent negotiations with the insurance
industry. We recognise that the Government’s first and
primary role is to tackle risk by building flood defences.
We are doing that, and I will talk about it later. We must
get a good deal for the taxpayer and policyholders and,
frankly, a better deal than the statement of principles.
Therefore, insurance must be available and affordable,
without adding to bills. We are not yet in a position to
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make an announcement that we have a value for money,
deliverable solution and one that is legal within the
constraints of state aid, but I can assure hon. Members
that we are working extremely hard to achieve that.

Mr Gibb: The Minister has been assiduous on this
issue, and we are looking forward to seeing him in
Pagham in my constituency in late April. Will he be able
to make an announcement on this issue before 30 June?

Richard Benyon: I hope that we will be able to do so,
and I will give more details on that later. I am looking
forward to meeting my hon. Friend’s constituents and
to understanding the daily threats that they live with.

Let us be clear: the availability and affordability of
home insurance in flood-risk areas beyond the expiry of
the statement of principles on 30 June are vital for hon.
Members and the Government, and I firmly support
the motion.

Flooding has a significant and long-lasting impact
on local communities, which I have seen first hand in
my constituency. The availability of home insurance in
flood-risk areas provides important financial protection
and peace of mind to such communities. The Government
remain committed to ongoing negotiations with the
insurance industry and others on what replaces the
statement of principles agreement. We want to find a
solution that ensures the availability and affordability
of flood insurance and will endeavour to continue
working with the industry towards that goal.

Naomi Long rose—

Ian Lavery rose—

Richard Benyon: I am really short of time, but I will
respond to the point that I believe the hon. Gentleman
wants to make. If I have time to give way at the end, I
will do so.

As Ministers have repeatedly made clear, the main
aim of our work has always been to reach an agreement
whereby insurance bills remain affordable, without
placing unacceptable and unsustainable costs on wider
policyholders. The Government have been doing a lot
to support the continued availability of affordable insurance.
Reducing flood risk will always be the best and most
sustainable solution. Despite difficult times, we are on
track to spend more than £2.3 billion to deliver better
protection from flooding and coastal erosion to more
than 165,000 homes over the four years to 2015. Our
new system of partnership funding has brought in an
additional £148 million on top of that from external
partners. Many hon. Members, including the hon. Member
for Wansbeck (Ian Lavery), have benefited from that in
their constituencies. I give full praise to him and his
constituents for the leadership that they have shown.

The hon. Member for Kingston upon Hull North
(Diana Johnson) asked why there was nothing in the
Budget, but £120 million of investment was announced
in the autumn statement. Many of those schemes are
shovel-ready and proceeding, and they are a great comfort
to constituents.

Despite last year being the second wettest on record,
more than 200,000 homes were protected from flooding
because of defences already in place. The Environment
Agency’s flood warning service provided additional support;
evidence is emerging that many houses avoid flooding
because of the better flood warning system. We have
estimated that, for every property that suffered flooding
last year and in January, more than 25 homes were
protected because of flood defences and maintenance
work and because of the work of the Environment
Agency, local authorities and other front-line responders.
More than 200,000 householders are therefore benefitting
from the Government’s continued investment in managing
flood risk.

Many hon. Members are impatient for information on
the Government’s discussions. I am impatient to share
the details, but it would be quite wrong to go into too
much detail.

I join my hon. Friend the Member for South East
Cornwall (Sheryll Murray) in offering commiserations
to her constituent and her family for their loss. I entirely
agree with her that all available information must be
made publicly available, so that we can get to the
bottom of what precisely happened.

Mr Andrew Smith: Will the Minister give way?

Richard Benyon: If I can, I will try to give way in a
moment.

We have recently announced a flood resilience community
pathfinder scheme for Cornwall and a number of other
parts of the country. In my hon. Friend’s case, £476,000
will be spent in Cornwall.

The hon. Member for Luton South (Gavin Shuker)
said that the statement of principles was universal insurance.

Gavin Shuker indicated dissent.

Richard Benyon: Perhaps that is not what the hon.
Gentleman said. The statement of principles is not universal
—not by a long chalk—which is part of the problem.
Everything he said in his quote from the Prime Minister
is absolutely right, and I thank him for pointing it out.

When Conservatives were in opposition in 2008, it
was agreed that a successor to the statement of principles
would be required. The previous Government agreed
that a market could emerge after the end of the agreement.
The statement of principles says that there will be no
need for specific agreements after June 2013. All hon.
Members disagree with that and believe that we need a
follow-up.

My hon. Friend the Member for Esher and Walton,
to whom I want to give time to make a winding-up
speech, asked about the Government’s view of a flood
mutual, which is an important question. We are looking
very closely at the proposal, which is a possible alternative
to “Flood Re”. We are working closely with those who
are making that proposal.

Mr Andrew Smith: Will the Minister give way?

Richard Benyon: The right hon. Gentleman will have
to be very brief.
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Mr Smith: The Minister said earlier that he was
impatient to share information with the House. Can he
tell us what the Government’s sticking point—their
fundamental problem—is with the “Flood Re”proposal?

Richard Benyon: I will come on to that.

My hon. Friend the Member for Cardiff North (Jonathan
Evans) talked about flood insurance in the context of
terrorism, but those are entirely different types of insurance.
The pool model does work for some of them, but the
“Flood Re” model would not work in this case, because
it does not provide support for the cost of that cover.
He made the point that “Flood Re” is a not-for-profit
solution. Well, yes and no, in that the Government
would pay through a levy—so householders are paying
for it with an element of underwriting—but taking
away risk from the most at risk is an advantage to the
industry. So we must be very careful. The Minister’s job
is to look after the taxpayer and householder. Yes, we
need a solution, but not at any price. Whoever was
standing at the Dispatch Box, they would not want to
bring before the House a deal that was unworkable or
that would cause the wrong sort of increases for some
of the most at risk and hard up of our constituents. We
need to get this right.

My hon. Friend the Member for Portsmouth North
(Penny Mordaunt) made a point about farmland and
the wider risk. When farmland is flooded as part of a
formal flood alleviation scheme, the landowner is
compensated.

My hon. Friend the Member for Esher and Walton
introduced the debate with a powerful speech. He made
a point about the governance of any arrangements. He
was right to do so, and it is important that we take
forward his concerns and make those arrangements
clear in the announcement. I can assure him that the
Department for Communities and Local Government
and the Department for Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs are working closely.

I was concerned that the hon. Member for West
Lancashire (Rosie Cooper) talked about shambolic local
flood administration in her constituency. We have
implemented the Flood and Water Management Act
2010, which arose from Sir Michael Pitt’s recommendations
after 2007. I note that she said that that is not happening
in her constituency, and I am happy to take that up.

Many hon. Members made good points, which I
could probably summarise as, “We want a decision and
an announcement soon, because our constituents are
worried.” I can understand that. We are doing other
things to help those who might be struggling to find
affordable insurance. We have published a guide to
obtaining flood insurance in high flood risk areas in
collaboration with the National Flood Forum, Which?
and insurance industry representatives. The guide helps
people navigate through the insurance market and acts
as a signpost to actions that individuals can take to
reduce their flood risk.

Insurance can be found for reasonable prices if people
talk to their insurer about their specific circumstances.
The Environment Agency can provide supporting evidence
on the local flood risk, for free, which people can use in
discussions, and I want to hear from hon. Members if

that is not happening. Different companies take different
approaches to flood risk and it almost always pays to
shop around.

I recognise the great concern on both sides of the
House on this matter. I want to give hon. Members and
their constituents the assurance that they want, but I
will not do it at any price. Yes, it has taken longer than
any of us would have wished, but I hope that the deal
we bring to the House will be better than what we have
now, especially for those of our constituents who are on
low incomes.

4.43 pm

Mr Raab: I thank the Backbench Committee for this
debate, and I thank all hon. Members who have contributed
for their excellent speeches. Some of them talked about
the local dimension and some mentioned the national
implications of these issues. Given the lack of time, I
will not go into detail on all of the contributions, but
the hon. Member for West Lancashire (Rosie Cooper)
talked about the lack of a joined-up approach locally.
My hon. Friend the Member for Oxford West and
Abingdon (Nicola Blackwood) talked about the human
dimension to local flood damage and the importance of
planning in the mitigation of flood risk.

The hon. Member for Kingston upon Hull North
(Diana Johnson), my hon. Friend the Member for West
Aberdeenshire and Kincardine (Sir Robert Smith) and
the hon. Member for Wansbeck (Ian Lavery) talked
about the local aspects of flood insurance.

My hon. Friend the Member for York Outer (Julian
Sturdy) made an important point about what local
community initiatives can do to reduce flood risk, and
my hon. Friend the Member for South East Cornwall
(Sheryll Murray) highlighted the human toll across
Cornwall. I am sure the whole House joins her in
expressing our condolences to the bereaved family of
her constituent.

There were other powerful contributions. My hon.
Friend the Member for Cardiff North (Jonathan Evans)
made a powerful speech on his work with the all-party
group. My hon. Friend the Member for Portsmouth
North (Penny Mordaunt) talked about the problem of
planning approvals in the flood plain. Other hon. Members
were unable to attend the debate—for example, my hon.
Friend the Member for Brigg and Goole (Andrew Percy)—
but have expressed support for the motion, and I welcome
that.

The shadow Minister gave an important speech. He
tracked the recent negotiations with a fine-toothed comb,
if, at points, rather selectively. He had rather less to say
on the previous Government’s progress, but none the
less made some important points.

The Minister described the arduous and urgent
negotiations with the ABI and the importance of delivering
a legal, workable deal that delivers value for money. I
am sure the whole House joins him in wanting to
achieve that result. We do not expect him to negotiate in
public, but we do need urgently to deliver a new deal on
flood insurance. We need to strengthen flood defences,
address the planning failures of the past and ensure that
UK environmental policies place a greater emphasis on
resilience and adaptation in the future. I commend the
motion to the House.

Question put and agreed to.
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Resolved,
That this House notes the Environment Agency’s estimate that

570,000 properties in England and Wales are at significant risk of
flooding; recognises the efforts of the insurance industry and past
and present governments to reach agreement to ensure flood
insurance will be made available to all homes and small businesses
beyond June 2013; calls on the insurance industry to negotiate in
good faith to conclude those arrangements; and further calls on
the Government to acknowledge the need to provide some support
for those arrangements and ensure that resilience and adaptation
to flood risks and other natural hazards are amongst its highest
environmental priorities.

Easter Adjournment
Motion made, and Question proposed,
That this House has considered matters to be raised before the

forthcoming Adjournment.—(Mr Amess.)

DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITIES AND
LOCAL GOVERNMENT

4.46 pm

Stephen Pound (Ealing North) (Lab): I am extremely
grateful for this opportunity to ventilate the important
issue of housing. A number of my colleagues applied,
successfully, to speak on this subject as it is of intense
importance to us. Although I and many of my colleagues
are London MPs, we do not claim for a second that the
housing crisis is unique to our capital city. The hon.
Member for Strangford (Jim Shannon) has a housing
waiting list of nearly 3,000 in his idyllic constituency.
This problem affects all of us.

The housing situation in London has gone beyond
inconvenience, awkwardness or even embarrassment to
something that it is now in a profound state of crisis. In
Ealing, the borough in which I have spent virtually all
my life, we have 23,416 people on the housing waiting
list and there is no chance whatever of them finally
finding accommodation. One reason for that is that in
London the average house price is £421,395, and the
average London income is £26,962. Even in dear, dear
Ealing, the average house price is £374,707, whereas
medium earnings are £25,392.

Meg Hillier (Hackney South and Shoreditch) (Lab/
Co-op): Does my hon. Friend think that the Government’s
recent proposals in the Budget to provide cheap mortgages
to anyone will help the situation?

Stephen Pound: My hon. Friend makes a telling point.
In doing so she has rather stolen my thunder, but I
forgive her in that as I do in all things. The Government
may well have a policy, but it is retrogressive. The idea
that the solution to the housing problem in London is
to sell off the last few remaining properties at vast,
eye-watering discounts and somehow assume that, in
extremis, property can be sold as cheaply as £10,000,
and that that money will then go forth, multiply and
create a new property, is absolutely absurd. The other
strand of that—somehow to blame the whole housing
crisis in London on the immigrant community—proves
once and for all that it is a lot easier to find a scapegoat
than to find a solution. The scapegoat is being identified;
the solution is not.

Boroughs such as mine in Ealing are having to take
incredibly exhaustive steps to build houses. We have a
commitment to 500 new build houses over the next five
years, but we also have an estate regeneration programme.
We are using existing land to increase the estates that
already exist, so that with hard work—exhaustive work—
and a great deal of extremely fine officer time, we can
create 5,044 units from a total of 3,653. I pay tribute to
my colleague Councillor Hitesh Tailor in the London
borough of Ealing, who has somehow managed to
square the circle in the case of Copley close, an absolutely
typical old Greater London council estate. Allegedly—I
have never heard anyone disprove this, but I am told it is
true—the architect who designed the estate never set
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foot in the borough of Ealing, let alone on Copley close.
She took the scheme down from a shelf somewhere, ran
it along the side of the railway line at Castle Bar Halt
and left the people to get on with it. That is the scale of
the problem we face.

What is the solution? On the figures I gave earlier for
median house prices, the solution is not to unleash
some great entrepreneurial surge or for everyone somehow
to manage to do 15 jobs and buy their own property.
One of the solutions is to do as my children, aged 24
and 22, have done and start sending away for loft
extension catalogues anonymously. They pour through
the door at an extraordinary rate—and I have finally
accepted the hint. However, one thing we really can
do—I want the Minister to give particular attention to
this—is to consider raising the housing revenue account
cap, which was discussed in the other place on 12 March
in a debate on the Growth and Infrastructure Bill.
Three amendments were tabled by three distinguished
Members of the upper House, all with considerable
local authority experience.

The idea at present is that there are streams against
which local authorities can borrow, and not just the
traditional ones, such as the Public Works Loan Board
or the general fund. Some people have rather imaginatively
—and in a way that is almost suggestive of Robert
Maxwell in his prime—talked about borrowing against
pension funds. That slightly worries me, but the housing
revenue account, which has traditionally been massively
in surplus, despite what some would have us believe, is a
good thing to borrow against. The recent relaxations in
this area are to the Government’s credit. Let us be
honest: the Government have done the right thing on
that. However, the present cap limits local authorities
massively. They include not just boroughs such as
Kensington and Chelsea, Westminster, and Hammersmith
and Fulham, which have a property portfolio worth
well over £2 billion, but even small, modest boroughs
such as Ealing, which could borrow more and build more.

Ultimately, let us never lose sight of first principles. A
person who has no home has no hope, no job, usually
no family and certainly no future. If someone loses
their home, they lose everything. A person can lose their
job and get another job; they can lose their health and
get healthy again. Without a home, a person has nothing.
Every single one of us in this House has a bounden duty
to try to provide that simple, most basic of needs:
accommodation. Raising the HRA cap to a more realistic
level would give local authorities the power to do much,
much more.

4.53 pm

Andrew Bingham (High Peak) (Con): Carbon monoxide
poisoning can be fatal or lead to permanent health
damage. Carbon monoxide is tasteless, odourless and
colourless. It is very much a silent killer. It makes no
distinction among its victims—however, the young and
the elderly are more vulnerable, as in many other cases—and
it creates risks for pregnant women and their unborn
children. The symptoms include headaches, tiredness,
dizziness and nausea. These are common symptoms,
often associated with other things; therefore, carbon
monoxide poisoning can go unnoticed for many years.

The recent “Carbon Monoxide Incident Report”,
published by the Gas Safety Trust, shows a welcome
reduction in the incidence of carbon monoxide poisoning.

However, the report deals only with the gas industry
and gas-related incidents. Carbon monoxide poisoning
is not solely a gas appliance issue. Carbon monoxide
can emanate from many sources. It is caused when
carbon fuels do not burn properly, so although there is
a perception that the problem is restricted to gas fires in
the home, it can go much wider than that. Any fuel-burning
appliance that is not properly maintained has the potential
to be a source of carbon monoxide. Cookers, AGAs
and hot water heaters can all emit carbon monoxide.

At this stage I would like to refer to my constituents
Dave and Mary Jane Worswick. Their daughter Mary
Ann was 15 years old. She was in her last year of school
and dreamt of going on to study law. Owing to bad
weather, she was studying at her friend’s house, in which
there was a boiler that subsequently proved to be faulty.
This fault was to cost Mary Ann and her friend their
lives. I do not want to dwell on the subsequent legal
processes that followed Mary Ann’s death, but I do
want to pay tribute to Mr and Mrs Worswick who,
having tragically lost their daughter, have continued
their fight to raise the awareness of the dangers of
carbon monoxide. As the Worswicks say to me, everyone
is aware of the dangers of tobacco and alcohol, but
awareness of carbon monoxide remains low and way
behind. The opportunity to raise the matter today will,
I hope, help raise the awareness of this killer among us.

I want to highlight a further particular area where
carbon monoxide can be fatal. My High Peak constituency
is under about 12 feet of snow at the moment; it may
seem odd, but I would like to raise the issue of camping,
caravanning and barbecues. In a short while when the
snow goes, I hope people will turn their thoughts to the
summertime pursuits I have listed. As we sit outside a
tent, caravan or motor home watching the sun go down
in the summer, there is naturally a feeling of contentment,
and possibly a barbecue shimmering in front of us, but
we should be aware that this smouldering barbecue
could be putting out carbon monoxide. Portable barbecues
and portable heaters can and have been responsible for
tragic deaths in campervans, caravans and mobile homes
across the country. In Cornwall, Shropshire and other
areas, tragedies have resulted from carbon monoxide
emissions from this sort of appliance.

Carbon monoxide poisoning is widely thought of as
an issue caused by appliances in the home and in the
winter. That is not true, as it has claimed victims in the
summer months, too. As summer approaches, I want to
highlight the dangers of this gas—not just in the home,
not just in the winter, but all year round and seemingly
in some innocuous conditions.

Returning to the issue of carbon monoxide in the
home, the Minister may well ask me what he can do.
Over the years, numerous measures such as the removal
of open-flued heaters from bathrooms and bedrooms
and some landlord legislation have reduced the risks.
The number of incidents is falling, but that is no reason
for complacency.

We heard last week that the Chancellor has announced
some excellent measures to help people to buy new
build homes. The Minister himself has advocated the
building of more homes that are needed across the country.
May I ask him today to consider making mandatory the
inclusion of carbon monoxide detectors in all new build
homes? I understand that there are concerns about
increasing burdens on house builders in these difficult
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times, but I am sure that at a cost of a little over £10,
carbon monoxide detectors could easily be fitted in
conjunction with smoke detectors into new homes. This
small step would ensure the safety of many people and
spare many families the heartache suffered by my
constituents, the Worswicks.

4.57 pm

Meg Hillier (Hackney South and Shoreditch) (Lab/
Co-op): I rise to speak about the Government’s proposal
to free up planning to allow offices not in use to be
converted into homes. I want to talk about the overall
policy, its impact on my constituency and, if there is
time, the more general issues of housing need.

In short, the Government believe that if all empty
office space in the UK were converted into residential
property, it would create 250,000 new homes, saving
nearly £140 million in planning system costs. The
Government tell us that, following the recession, between
7% and 9% of commercial space in the UK is empty,
but that many developers have been put off converting
buildings into homes because of the costs and time
required to secure planning approval. That may be true
in some parts of the world, but in my Hackney South
constituency and particularly in Shoreditch, many
developers have landbanked old offices and warehouses
to cash in on rising housing prices as housing demand
increases. They have been sitting on this for investment
reasons rather than because they have been put off by
the conversion costs. The conversion costs could soon
be recouped, but every day that the developers sit and
wait, the price of housing goes up.

In Hackney, the legislation will have a major impact
on our business and creative communities and on the
local economy. We sit right on the edge or fringe of the
City. In fact, Broadgate used to be in Hackney until a
boundary change some years ago, and many of our
business locations will be adversely affected by this
policy. The area is coveted as a residential location, but
not for local people. It has fancy loft apartments for
those with very deep pockets. This will put business at
risk, potentially leading to forced relocation and loss of
jobs for local people in an area where unemployment is
already high. Of course, all of us speaking in this debate
are keen to see more homes built, but this policy will
encourage landlords and freeholders to dash for the
short-term gain of changing offices to residential homes,
at a big long-term cost to our area and to one of the
engine rooms of our current economy.

Hackney South and Shoreditch, as business development
hot spots, have often been visited by the Prime Minister
and the Chancellor. I cannot seriously believe that No.
10 Downing street is enthusiastic about the policy as it
applies to Shoreditch. Business growth is under threat
from the proposal. Without an exemption, existing
businesses will be under threat, too, so I strongly support
full exemption for Hackney, which Hackney council
has bid for. I urge the Minister to give us some comfort
today to ensure that the area remains a thriving business
location making an important contribution to the economic
prosperity of London and the UK.

To date, more than 1,000 businesses locally have
signed a petition supporting exclusion. None of the
active housing campaigners—whether they live in digs,

are Hackney Homes tenants or members of tenants
associations—have objected to the council’s stance on
the policy because they see that the sort of housing we
need is very different.

Even the British Property Federation does not necessarily
support the policy. Ian Fletcher, its policy director,
talked about the acute shortage of houses but, in welcoming
the step, said it
“won’t work for all buildings, or in every area”.

I say to the Minister that it will not work in Shoreditch
and it should be stopped now.

On general issues to do with housing, what we need
in Hackney is not more high-price right-to-buy sales
but more affordable family-sized homes. About a quarter
of my constituents are under 16. We have families who
need housing who cannot find it. Instead many of those
families are being hit by this invidious—

Stephen Pound: Does my hon. Friend share my concern
that one of the great flagships of Government policy,
the spare room tax, will not have anything like the effect
that they anticipate because most of the people with
extra rooms are pensioners, who are exempt from the
bedroom tax anyway? Does she share my despair that
that is the mast to which the Government are nailing
the flag of housing hope?

Meg Hillier: I thank my hon. Friend for that intervention.
He is right. This invidious little tax is having a disastrous
impact on many of my constituents. For example, if a
family who occupy a three-bedroom property have two
children of the same gender between the ages of 10 and
16, or two children of opposite gender under 10, they
will be counted as under-occupying and be forced either
to find the extra money to pay for the bedroom, until
their children reach the age at which they qualify for the
extra bedroom, or to give up their home and try to find,
magically out of nowhere, a two-bedroom property.
There is heavy demand for all types of social housing,
while pensioners remain exempt.

Mel Stride (Central Devon) (Con): When it comes to
the under-occupancy subsidy, is the hon. Lady not also
concerned about the 250,000 people who are living in
overcrowded housing and the 2 million people on the
housing waiting list who are desperate to get into some
of the 1 million excess rooms held in the social housing
sector?

Meg Hillier: Of course, and as I mentioned earlier,
this is a big issue, but that is to do mostly with the
supply of housing and there are other ways to incentivise
people to move out of their homes, rather than taxing
them. Over the years, there have been schemes to provide
money to help, for example, pensioner households with
their removal costs and the costs of new furnishings
for their new home to encourage them to move at a
small price to free up the larger properties that are
desperately needed. In my constituency, where about a
quarter of residents are under 16, we need affordable
family homes to be supplied. We also need reform of
the private rented sector, which in this short speech I do
not have time to go into, but the Government abolished
the register of private landlords and are doing nothing
to tackle the issue. “Generation rent” in my constituency
is among the biggest in the country.
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The bedroom tax is an invidious policy. It will not
free up rooms in the way the hon. Member for Central
Devon (Mel Stride) expects. Up and down the country,
people are being forced to move from their larger homes,
although smaller homes are not available in their area,
and they are being penalised if they cannot move. It is
illogical. The policy provides a good cheap headline for
the Government, but it will not deliver and it is having a
negative impact on families’ lives. There are better ways
to tackle the housing issue. Cross-party, we should
look at supporting an increase in supply and ensuring
that there are no loopholes in any schemes. In the
Budget, the Chancellor talked about the mortgage
guarantee, which will enable people to buy second homes.
The Government have still not come up with a
comprehensive rejection of that approach, so we can
only take that as an assurance that people can buy a
second home with a mortgage guarantee from the
Government, while many of my constituents will continue
to struggle to get on the housing ladder, or into a form
of tenure that provides them and their families with
security and the strong base in the community that we
all want to see.

5.5 pm

Alison Seabeck (Plymouth, Moor View) (Lab): I begin
by making my usual declaration of indirect interests.

I am raising an issue brought to me by a constituent
who has serious concerns about the way in which gas
safety certificates are dispensed. She recently bought a
bungalow, and was supplied by the previous owner with
building regulation compliance certificates, including
gas and electricity safety check certificates. Having got
those certificates, she trusted, as anyone would, that all
the work and inspections had been carried out to the
required standard, as did her conveyancing solicitor
and surveyor.

It later emerged that all the traders and engineers
who had issued those certificates were personal friends
of the previous owner, and it appears that the certificates
were issued without them either checking that the work
had been carried out or that it was up to the correct
standard. Electrical and gas appliance installations such
as the under-floor heating, boiler and heating system
had been blindly certified by Gas Safe and ELECSA-
registered engineers as a favour to a mate. There have
been some consequences, such as de-registering the
ELECSA trader, but the main concerns remain. The
Electrical Contractors’ Association has accepted that
its engineer was very wrong to issue a certificate for
work he had neither carried out nor inspected for safety.
However, it appears Gas Safe has been reluctant to take
the same approach.

I by no means pretend to be an expert in the field of
building regulations and appliance safety, but I do find
it incredibly odd that although gas and electrical engineers
can be struck off the register if they negligently leave an
appliance unsafe, the same does not apply to those who
issue certificates without doing or inspecting the work.
There really does appear to be not simply a loophole
but a gap in the legislation that endangers lives. My
constituent sustained an injury as a result of the faulty
appliances, and informed me that it was pure luck that
the later inspecting engineer, who condemned the appliance,
was not electrocuted.

Clause 57(1)f of the Building Act 1984 states:
“If a person…recklessly gives a notice or certificate that…purports

to comply with those requirements, and contains a statement that
is false or misleading in a material particular, he is guilty of an
offence.”

Should the same rules not apply to those issuing gas
and electricity safety certificates? My constituent has
had to re-check one appliance after another after they
failed to operate. The inspecting engineer found that the
consumer unit was faulty and the sockets were not
earthed. The boiler had parts missing, such as the
mini-expansion vessel and the pressure-reducing valve.
The under-floor heating system had parts missing: the
pump, balancing valves and the heat-reducing valve.
Also, the boiler was not earthed and the isolation switch
had not been wired in. It appears that another blind
certificate was issued, falsely to certify the safety of the
boiler.

These are not just small mishaps or omissions, but
fundamental issues that could have had very serious
consequences. There is an urgent need for both Government
and the industry to take this matter very seriously
indeed. There has also been a considerable financial
cost for my constituent. We need to establish who has
the power of enforcement in such cases. Trading standards
said that my constituent had misunderstood the issue,
and she was repeatedly told that the engineer was
certified to carry out the work. He might have been, but
he still did not do the job properly. Trading standards
also apparently said to my constituent that these things
happen all the time—all the time!—but there is very
little scope for pursuing the issue owing to the lack of
relevant legislation.

It is my understanding that Gas Safe decided to
investigate the engineer after persistent communication
from my constituent. At present, the engineer is still on
the register, even though the appliance certified by him
failed to meet even the most basic safety checks. Yet
Gas Safe, while seemingly not acting in this instance,
took space in my local paper in January advising DIY-ers
not to take risks with gas.

Legally, my constituent is also in a tricky situation: as
she does not have a direct contract with the engineers in
question, she cannot bring a case against either of
them. Her conveyancing solicitor advised her that it was
a matter of “buyer beware”. My constituent is frustrated
because she was aware—she had done everything by the
book and had accepted, as had her surveyor, that the
certificates were valid and had been issued by a “trusted”
professional. This practice of false or blind certification
has to stop. Plymouth’s director for place has said that
“in essence the fact of the matter is that we are used to the
presence of consumer protection legislation when we buy goods
from a high street trader but those protections are considerably
lacking when we buy our largest purchase, a house”.

What can the Minister do, through his Department, to
liaise with those involved in consumer protection to put
an end to this deceit?

Meg Hillier: On a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker.
I regret that when I spoke earlier I neglected to draw the
House’s attention to my entry in the Register of Members’
Financial Interests, and I seek to rectify that now.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Lindsay Hoyle): That has
now been noted and rectified.
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5.10 pm

Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab): Like my
hon. Friend the Member for Ealing North (Stephen
Pound), I wish to discuss the housing crisis in London,
although five minutes is a very short time in which to
try to describe a truly appalling situation. Some 360,000
families are on the housing waiting list in London—that
excludes the large number of single people who usually
cannot even get on the waiting list—and 750,000 Londoners
are living in grossly overcrowded accommodation. The
housing solutions for them are non-existent, and will be
unless there is an enormous change in Government
policy and in the policy of the Mayor of London
towards this crisis.

Mr Gareth Thomas (Harrow West) (Lab/Co-op): My
hon. Friend is an inner-London MP for an area that has
a particularly severe overcrowding problem, but does he
agree that this issue affects the outer-London suburbs
as much as inner London? Does he acknowledge that a
huge number of people in Harrow in my constituency
are also waiting, without a great deal of hope, for a new
home?

Jeremy Corbyn: This is indeed a time for inner and
outer London solidarity, and I am happy to declare that
act of solidarity with my hon. Friends the Members for
Ealing North, for Harrow West (Mr Thomas) and for
Hayes and Harlington (John McDonnell), and with
many other outer-London boroughs. To be homeless in
London is to be homeless in London, to be overcrowded
is to be overcrowded, and to be on the waiting list is
clearly to be on the waiting list.

The solutions to this situation have to be sought.
Sadly, what was offered in the Budget is not a solution; I
suspect that it will result in those with deep pockets
being able to buy yet more properties, which they will
then keep empty, as part of the disgrace of private
sector land banking that is going on in London. I will
discuss the other solutions concerning owner-occupation,
social rented housing and private rented housing in a
moment. First, I wish to deal with the issue of the large
number of empty properties, often at the high end of
the market, deliberately kept empty by people who have
large amounts of money that comes from dubious
sources. They have bought these properties in order to
make a great deal of money out of them at a later date
when their value increases. Given the current housing
crisis, we should be giving powers to local authorities to
take over properties that are deliberately kept empty, so
that the people in desperate housing need can get somewhere
to live in London.

Alison Seabeck: Does my hon. Friend share my concern
that the spare homes subsidy could be misused by
exactly the people he is talking about, and that Government
and taxpayers’ money could be misused?

Jeremy Corbyn: My hon. Friend makes a strong
point. There is no clear definition of how this subsidy
being offered by the Chancellor will be used, so it seems
to be an opportunity for those with deep pockets to
make a great deal of money for themselves. The people
in desperate housing need, such as those represented by

me or by my hon. Friends the Members for Harrow
West or for Ealing North, will not have that same
opportunity.

Mark Reckless (Rochester and Strood) (Con): Will
the hon. Gentleman give way?

Jeremy Corbyn: I will not give way any more, because
I would lose my time.

The second area I wish to discuss is the social rented
sector in London—council housing. The problems of
housing in London are not new; they were acute in the
19th century and in the early 20th century. It was the
inspiration and idealism of the Labour-controlled London
county council in the inter-war years that did a great
deal to build decent homes for people who were living in
appalling slums. Indeed, in my constituency and others
one can see the products of the inspirational work done
by Herbert Morrison and others. The post-second world
war council house building did an incredible amount to
give people decent places to live.

I had the great honour of being a member of Haringey
borough council from 1974 to 1983 and I remember
complaining in 1979 that we had built only 1,000 council
houses that year. I was complaining that we could have
done more, but 1,000 is more than have been built in the
whole of London in most of the past few years. I am
critical of my party in government and of the current
Government for not doing enough to build new council
housing.

The Government’s solution is to suggest to local
authorities that they should raise rents to 80% of the
market rent to raise some funds to develop new housing.
In my borough and those of most colleagues in London,
council house rents would more than double. Islington
borough council, to its credit, has refused to do that and
has managed to develop a substantial building programme
on its own land from its own resources. But obviously,
there are limits to that programme, imaginative though
it is.

We need central Government involvement in the building
of new council homes as a matter of enormous urgency.
The Mayor of London does not seem fully to grasp all
that. In fact, there are quite a lot of things the Mayor of
London does not fully grasp, but one of them is the
essential need for the building of new council houses.
The number of social rented properties—that is, council
or housing association properties—built under his watch
and by his means has reduced from 11,000 in 2010-11 to
only 983 in the current year. Goodness knows how
much lower than that the numbers will go in future
years. We must kindly ask central Government to get a
grip of the situation and do their best to intervene with
the Mayor and with borough councils to ensure that
there is a rapid increase in the supply of council housing
in London. That is the best and most efficient way of
solving the housing crisis. It provides jobs, provides
homes and helps people to have a secure place to live.

The final area I want to mention was covered in a
ten-minute rule Bill that I introduced and it is the
private rented sector. In London, 800,000 families live
in that sector—it is the fastest growing housing sector
by a long way. In my constituency, a third of all households
are in the private rented sector and that number is rising
fast. Generally speaking, people who live in the private
rented sector pay the most to live in the least efficient,
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worst repaired and worst maintained properties and in
the least regulated sector. Not all landlords are bad—some
are very good—but the lack of regulation means that
those who are bad can get away with it. We need
regulation of the letting agencies, registration and regulation
of all private rented accommodation and, in my view,
rent controls.

The housing benefit cap is acting as an agent for the
social cleansing of the poorest people on housing benefit
all over central London. They are being driven out of
their areas and driven out of London. For that reason,
we need not just to control housing benefit expenditure
but to control it by controlling the rent levels instead,
rather than forcing tenants out of their homes—

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Lindsay Hoyle): Order. I call
John McDonnell.

5.18 pm

John McDonnell (Hayes and Harlington) (Lab): I
want to speak about the protection of the green belt in
Hillingdon. I have lived in my constituency and represented
it in various guises for nearly 40 years. From the earliest
days I shared a dream that we would surround our
largely industrial and urban area, which is encircled
with factory sites, offices, major motorways and airports
to north and south, with country parks and open spaces.
Decades on, we have succeeded, with new country
parks to the south, west and east and the regeneration
of our traditional parks and green-belt open spaces.
That has been a tremendous community achievement. I
have set up friends groups for each park and worked
with organisations such as the London wildlife trust, A
Rocha and Hillingdon natural history society to improve
and open up our open spaces.

One of our greatest achievements is the creation of
the award-winning Lake Farm country park. That land
next to Hayes town centre was owned by EMI, which in
the early 1990s sought to dig gravel from it and turn it
into a rubbish tip. I set up a friends group, mobilised the
local community and persuaded the council on a cross-party
basis not only to reject the planning application but to
buy the land to create a country park.

Ironically, it is the council that is now planning to
build on our country park. It proposes to build a three-
form entry primary school on the park, putting at risk
the natural habitats of the skylarks and other abundant
birdlife and wildlife on the site as well as taking away a
considerable portion of the park from public enjoyment.
That has caused uproar in our community.

The council argues that although the development is
contrary to local and national policies, and those of the
Mayor of London, on protecting the green belt, there
are exceptional circumstances because of the need for
additional school places and because there is no other
site for the new school in the area. The planning process
by which Hillingdon council reached that decision has
plumbed the depths of disgraceful, mendacious and, at
times, farcical local government incompetence.

Stephen Pound: I urge my hon. Friend to resist this
even more strongly that he is already inclined to. Were
he to enter London along the broad, majestic A40, he
would see the three mounds of Northarla fields, which
were achieved by Ealing council and the Northolt and
Greenford countryside park, influenced by, in admiration
of and in tribute to the work of his borough of Hillingdon.

John McDonnell: If this goes ahead, all green-belt
open space in west London will be vulnerable to attack.

On the demand for pupil places, it is only three years
since the council proposed closing and selling off a local
school because it was surplus to requirement. Then,
12 months ago, we were told that the projections for
pupil numbers had rocketed and new schools were
desperately needed. In particular, a three-form entry
school had to be built.

Bizarrely, the council has failed properly to take into
account a new four-form entry school being built, with
the enthusiastic support of the Secretary of State for
Education, at Guru Nanak college, which is in the same
ward. The overwhelming number of pupils applying for
places at the college have come from the local area, thus
freeing up places in local schools. The council has also
refused to take into account the request by a new
two-form entry school in the same wards to expand to
at least three, if not four, forms of entry. That would
obviate the need to build on our local park.

The council failed to search adequately for alternative
sites for the new school. Initially, it refused to release its
search site report to the general public, or to me, on
grounds of commercial confidentiality. When the report
was finally released, we discovered that the council was
rushing to sell off the most obvious alternative site to a
developer for housing. The council’s planning meeting,
where the council gave itself planning permission, descended
into farce, as petitioners were ignored, new figures were
presented to councillors on the night and it was revealed
by a Labour councillor and committee representatives
that the land in question is subject to a section 106
agreement from the 1990s, which the planning chair and
the officer seemed oblivious to.

Nevertheless, the planning application was sent off to
the Mayor, who we hope will adhere to his election
pledges to protect the green belt. I know that he has
stated his concern about school places being used as an
excuse to make incursions into the green belt in London.

Mr Andy Slaughter (Hammersmith) (Lab): I am afraid
that my hon. Friend is telling a familiar story. My local
Conservative-led council is in the process of selling off
a third of a public park in the most deprived part of my
constituency to a private owner, who will then charge
£90 an hour for people to play football there.

John McDonnell: I hope that the Minister and the
Department will monitor this in London. The Mayor
has raised his concerns. A pattern is emerging of excuses
relating to the number of pupil places needed. Alternative
sites that have been discussed, particularly brownfield
sites, are not being examined properly, and then the
issue is used as an excuse for incursions into the green
belt, sometimes for profiteering, as my hon. Friend
suggests.

My concern is that if the council gets permission for
a primary school, it will then roll out to a secondary
school, and then it will argue for housing on the site. We
will then lose the whole park, which is award-winning,
and which we achieved on a cross-party basis. The
planning application has gone to the Mayor, who we
hope will reject it or refer it back. However, this morning
I discovered that the council has withdrawn the application
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from the Mayor and rushed off to a barrister for
counsel’s opinion on how to get over the section 106
problem, to which it has now clearly been alerted.

Hillingdon council—I raised this point before Christmas
—is in chaos. That is not a party political point, because
I would say the same whoever was in control. I was in
local government for nearly 30 years. I think that the
council is degenerating into incompetent farce. At the
moment, planning is left in the hands of consultants,
who have no knowledge of the area or its planning
history. Indeed, they often ask for directions to sites
during visits because they are unaware of the sites’
existence. Councillors have too much interest in development
or housing, and many of them have associations with
developers and as landlords.

Before Christmas, I appealed to the Secretary of
State to intervene on Hillingdon council, and, if necessary,
to take the drastic action of sending commissioners in,
because I was worried about how contracts were being
awarded. I understand that there is now an internal
investigation into a number of those contracts. However,
I have had enough. This planning issue has now gone
beyond anything that is acceptable. I appeal again to the
Secretary of State, and I am willing to see him take
direct control over Hillingdon council and restore some
semblance of good governance within the area.

5.25 pm

Mark Reckless (Rochester and Strood) (Con): Thank
you, Mr Deputy Speaker, for allowing me to speak in
this debate following my Select Committee meeting and
in advance of the planning Minister’s response.

Earlier this month, Natural England declared Ministry
of Defence land at Lodge Hill in my constituency to be
a site of special scientific interest. In numerous plans
over 18 years, the site has been clearly designated for
5,000 homes and for employment opportunities for
5,000 people. A total of £35.5 million has been spent to
get to the point of planning consent being granted.
After all this time and money, the council is concerned,
to put it mildly, to be thwarted at the last hurdle by
Natural England, which does not consider the economic
impacts. The council leader, Rodney Chambers, responded
as follows:

“This is very disappointing news to receive from unelected
quangocrats at Natural England. As a local authority we are
eager for this scheme, which is on government owned land, to
progress and deliver the houses and jobs we badly need.

The government is constantly telling us that we should be
going for growth, kick starting the economy and fighting the
recession and yet here we are with a shovel ready project that
would deliver 5,000 much needed homes being delayed by a
government agency.”

The reason for this, we are told by Natural England, is
that a study of some description has discovered that
84 nightingales might use the site. The comparison to be
drawn is between those 84 nightingales and homes for
12,000 people and jobs for a further 5,000 people. We
are told by the Prime Minister that we are in a global
race, but it is not clear that that message has yet filtered
through to bodies such as Natural England.

There have been similar instances locally. On the Isle
of Grain, a proposal for the generation of 6,000 jobs on
a site owned by a National Grid company has been

delayed for some three years because it is possibly the
habitat of a certain type of bug. Near Medway, in the
Swanscombe area, a proposal that would deliver 27,000
jobs has been delayed because of concerns about a
breed of spider. At Dungeness, there are concerns about
vegetated shingle that has to be considered in the context
of the development of power generation.

It is not surprising that council leaders in the area say
that we need to end the absurd situation of a non-elected
Government agency dictating to national and local
government on how to run things. Medway is an example
of a council that is pro-development, that wants to
support the Minister and that wants to show that it is
open for business. Will the Minister assure me that our
local council will be able to decide where it is best for
development to go, not Ministers or their inspectors,
and still less these quangos? We have heard of the
bonfire of the quangos; in the case of Natural England,
it appears to have fizzled out.

I understand that the executive board of the body has
taken this decision, that it is going to be reviewed and
that there is, as ever, some consultation process, but I
am not sure whether that is a mere formality or a
genuine process. We are told that in July the decision
will be reviewed by the full board of Natural England,
but we do not know if that will be anything more than a
rubber-stamping exercise. I would appreciate the Minister’s
views on whether it will be a genuine exercise and
whether the board will really consider the wider
representations or the Government’s policy. If it is not
able to consider Government policy, how can democratic
Ministers have their way when competing in what they
call the global race? When councils such as Medway
have planned to develop land for many years and have
spent millions of pounds, will they be able to make the
decisions that are required?

5.30 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government (Nick Boles): Having
heard the range and quality of the contributions from
Members from all around the House, I feel like an
unwitting contestant on “Just a Minute”. I fear that
after I address the subjects that have been raised, on
which I am so profoundly inexpert, Members may
conclude that I am actually a contestant on “I’m Sorry I
Haven’t A Clue”.

First, I will address the hon. Members who have
spoken on behalf of their constituencies in London on
a range of issues. The hon. Member for Ealing North
(Stephen Pound) spoke about the cap on borrowing
against the housing revenue account. I am glad that he
welcomed the flexibility that the Government have provided
to authorities to undertake prudential borrowing. I
reassure him that within the cap for the 29 stock-holding
authorities in London, there is £1.4 billion of borrowing
headroom. I would encourage local authorities to take
advantage of that. He will be aware, although his party
often professes not to be, that unfortunately we have to
maintain strict controls on the deficit and to limit
increases in our national debt. That is why the Government
are not considering relief of the cap.

The hon. Member for Hackney South and Shoreditch
(Meg Hillier) made an eloquent argument for the exemption
application against the new permitted development right
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for change of use from commercial to residential. She
will be aware that we are considering a great number of
exemption applications from authorities across the country
and will understand that we need to apply the criteria
that have been set out fairly and objectively to all
authorities. I therefore hope that she will understand
that I cannot give her any specific reassurances about
the result of the application from her local authority. I
can reassure her that the process is happening as quickly
and fairly as possible, with outside expert help to assess
whether the criteria apply.

The hon. Lady also raised the removal of the spare
room subsidy from people in her constituency who are
in receipt of housing benefit. I remind her, as she will
have heard many times from this Dispatch Box from
people who are much more senior than I am, that the
housing benefit bill has doubled to £22 billion a year.
The removal of the spare room subsidy will save half a
billion pounds a year. When she or her colleagues come
up with another way to save that money, the Government
will be delighted to hear it.

The hon. Member for Islington North (Jeremy Corbyn)
raised similar issues about the housing crisis in London
and spoke of the need to build new council housing. He
will be aware that councils can build new council housing.
Many councils of all stripes are seeking to do so. I
disagree with his idea that rent control would be nirvana
for his constituents and for those who have to manage
the housing benefit bill. The last time that we had rent
control, there was a collapse in the private rented sector
because investors were unwilling to invest in it. Our
approach is very different. We are investing in the
private rented sector through a generous scheme of
guarantees that has been over-subscribed and to which
the Chancellor committed more money in his Budget
last week.

Jeremy Corbyn: What would the Minister say to my
constituents who are faced with a gap, in some cases of
more than £100 a week, between their housing benefit
and their new private rent and who will be forced out of
the community where their children go to school and
their families live, leading to community disruption?
What would he say to them when they are sitting across
the table in an advice bureau?

Nick Boles: I can assure the hon. Gentleman that I
have spoken to a number of people in my constituency
who face the same situation and not a great deal more
housing is available. I accept that it will be very difficult
for certain people, and I, as I am sure that he is, am
doing everything that I can to work with councils on
their local housing solutions and with Citizens Advice
to put people in touch with alternative options and to
encourage them to explore the possibility where
appropriate—often, with families, it will not be, but for
single people, it might be—of renting out spare rooms
to offset the reduction. We have to save money from the
housing benefit bill, however, and we have not yet heard
any better or fairer suggestions from the Opposition on
how to do that. When we have heard that, perhaps we
will be able to discuss it.

The hon. Member for Hayes and Harlington (John
McDonnell) raised a different but important issue about
protecting the green belt and how that is assessed against
the importance of providing new school places. He will

understand that because he has asked that the proposal
about which he is concerned be called in by the Secretary
of State, I cannot comment on it. I can reassure him,
however, that the national planning policy framework is
clear about the protections for the green belt: there can
only be development on the green belt in very special
circumstances, so planning authorities would have to
meet quite a tough test in law, if they wished to approve
such a proposal. That has to be balanced, however,
against the equally explicit commitment that great weight
be given to the need to create and expand schools. I
cannot prejudge how that will be arrived at in that case,
but he has made an eloquent and passionate argument.
Officials in my Department and I, as Planning Minister,
have heard it and will take it into account when we
consider the proposal.

I think that I can now move away from London to my
hon. Friend the Member for High Peak (Andrew Bingham),
who spoke movingly and effectively on behalf of the
constituents of his who faced the unbearable tragedy of
losing their daughter, Mary Ann. He will be aware that
the Government constantly consider ways to raise awareness
of the risks of carbon monoxide, and I can tell him that
there will now be a label on barbecues to warn people of
the risk of carbon monoxide poisoning. He will also be
aware that building regulations require a carbon monoxide
alarm when a solid fuel appliance is installed in a home.
It is not currently proposed to make it mandatory to
install those alarms in new homes, as he suggests doing,
but he has made a strong argument, and I know that the
Under-Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government, my right hon. Friend the Member for
Bath (Mr Foster), will be keen to listen to his concerns
and consider them as he reviews building regulations.

The hon. Member for Plymouth, Moor View (Alison
Seabeck) told a tale of woe on behalf of her constituents
about what appeared to be the fraudulent issuance of a
safety certificate. I cannot comment in detail, because it
is not my area of expertise; I can only reassure her that
we will write to the Health and Safety Executive and
Ministers in the Department for Work and Pensions,
who oversee the HSE, to ensure that she receives an
adequate answer on how her constituents’ interests can
be properly protected.

I turn, finally I think—no doubt, someone will holler
if I have missed them out—to my hon. Friend the
Member for Rochester and Strood (Mark Reckless). I
can well understand the dismay of Medway council,
which is seeking to do what all hon. Members across the
House understand is necessary: to make provision to
build more houses. I can well understand their dismay
that such a major scheme should be put at risk by a
declaration that the site is to be viewed as a site of
special scientific interest. I cannot comment on the
merits of the decision or the scheme, but I can reassure
him of two things. First, notification of a site as an
SSSI does not necessarily mean that it cannot be developed,
but it does mean that the developer must make advanced
efforts to mitigate, or, if they cannot do that entirely, to
compensate for any impact on the site. Only last week, I
met the chairman of Natural England, and I would be
happy to explore with him the status of such a notification,
how it came about and whether it can be managed to
ensure that the houses needed for people in my hon.
Friend’s constituency are built. I hope that has answered
all the questions raised by hon. Members.
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Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): Thank you for
keeping your remarks short so that we can have as many
speakers as possible in the next general debate. If everybody
turns up, there are 28 Members who would like to
contribute to the David Amess debate—[Laughter.] I
mean the general debate. We will start with a five-minute
limit on speeches, but if we need to we will reduce it to
four minutes so that everybody can at least get in and
get something on the record before the Easter recess.

GENERAL MATTERS

5.41 pm

Jason McCartney (Colne Valley) (Con): I do not
know about you, Mr Deputy Speaker, but I am rather
tired of all the mitherers and doom-mongers. We know
the types: those quick to criticise, quick to talk down,
and quick to jump on any passing hashtag bandwagon.
However, as Lord Mandelson said recently, those without
a plan of their own should not be criticising those with
plans. Many knowledgeable business folk have told me
that the only thing holding back big levels of growth in
our country is confidence, and we can get that only by
recognising and celebrating success. Therefore, in the
next few minutes as we head into the Easter recess I
want to celebrate some of the many wonderful things
going on in my Colne Valley constituency.

In Colne Valley, 1,220 apprenticeships started in the
last academic year, and another 360 in first quarter of
this academic year—a 74% increase on the last year of
the previous Labour Government. Right at the forefront
of that increase in apprenticeships is Kirklees college,
under the leadership of the inspirational Peter McCann.
A couple of weeks ago during national apprenticeship
week, I went to meet one local apprentice who has a
dream job. Helen is working up at Holmfirth vineyard—
what a great place to work!—which not only hosted
thousands of wine tours last year, but also offers quality
homemade food and drink. Ironically, it is in Holme
valley, which hosted many visitors on the back of the
famous long-running BBC TV series “Last of the Summer
Wine”. It is therefore fitting that a vineyard is now
proving to be the big, new honey pot for tourism in my
part of the world.

As we know, apprentices need full-time jobs to go to,
and I am particularly proud that manufacturing is
going great guns in my part of Yorkshire. I am proudly
wearing a lapel badge that says “Huddersfield—the
Place to Make It”, which is a manufacturing campaign
in my part of the world. Even in London I see great
examples of that manufacturing. The glass pods on the
London Eye are made in my constituency at Novaglaze
in Lockwood, and the textiles for the suit that David
Beckham wore at the royal wedding a couple of years
ago were manufactured in my constituency. On the way
home tonight, those who go on a London bus should
look at the flecked upholstery, which has probably been
manufactured by Camira Fabrics in Meltham—we are
very proud of that.

Down the road from Meltham is a wonderful engineering
company, CNC Mill Turn Solutions, which is taking on
apprenticeships and winning new contracts. Many of
those are defence contracts, including for the new Ocelot
Snatch Land Rover. Those are companies that I have
visited recently, and the facts back up my remarks.
Statistics from an independent consultancy firm show
that 1,187 new companies started in Huddersfield and
Colne Valley last year—an 8% increase year on year,
and a record for any year.

On food and drink, I have already mentioned the
vineyard, while local breweries on my patch—including
the Linfit, Mallinsons, Magic Rock, Empire, Golcar,
Milltown, Nook Brewhouse and Riverhead micro-breweries
—were very pleased with the Chancellor’s news that he
was cancelling the beer duty escalator. They are pleased
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with some of the Government’s moves. Pure North
Cider also makes cider in my constituency, so it is not
just wine and beer that we make.

We are very lucky with regard to education. Huddersfield
university will welcome 5,000 new students this year.
On the sporting front, Huddersfield Town are holding
their own in the championship and have a big game
against Hull City at the weekend, and the Huddersfield
Giants rugby league club are currently proudly top of
the super league. On Sunday 6 July 2014 the Tour de
France will come to Huddersfield and the Holme valley,
and even to my village in Honley.

Andrew Bingham (High Peak) (Con): I am pleased
that the Tour de France will go through my hon. Friend’s
constituency, but I am sure he realises that that will only
be the warm-up for when it goes through my High Peak
constituency and the hills the cyclists will encounter.

Jason McCartney: I thank my hon. Friend for his
intervention, but the cyclists will be very tired by the
time they get to his constituency because they will have
taken the long climb up Holme Moss to the top of the
Pennines, where it is very picturesque.

I will leave Members with all those positive things
going on in my constituency. It is really important,
given all the doom-mongers, to celebrate things and
back business, enterprise and entrepreneurs. Let us also
back apprentices and Yorkshire.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): We all now
know what we will be doing on 6 July 2014.

5.46 pm

Valerie Vaz (Walsall South) (Lab): It is a pleasure to
follow the hon. Member for Colne Valley (Jason
McCartney), who did not say whether he was made in
Colne Valley. I apologise to Members and the Official
Reporters for the speed at which I am going to speak,
but it is because this Back-Bench day has been hijacked
by various other issues.

I want to raise two issues, one local and the other
national. The first relates to a constituent of mine,
Mrs Brenda Pressdee, a senior citizen who faces the
prospect of having the home she has lived in for 38 years
sold, but she cannot remember why. It is important to
highlight this case because it could happen to any one
of us, our family or our constituents.

It is unclear how Mrs Pressdee came into contact
with Dream Money Ltd. It brokered an agreement and
she had to pay £3,000 in fees because she signed a loan
agreement for a second charge on her property of
£36,000. Once the brokerage fee and all the fees for
lawyers, solicitors and title insurance had been paid, the
total charges and interest came to £32,995, which is
99.9% of the £33,000 Mrs Pressdee had initially requested.
By December 2012, with interest and charges and charges
associated with arrears, Mrs Pressdee’s total debt was
£51,713.74. She is unable to keep up her payments and
now has to sell her home under the mortgage rescue
scheme while living there and renting it out. As a result,
Blemain Finance will receive a £55,000 redemption
from the sale of her home.

The situation is heartbreaking. Mrs Pressdee signed a
piece of paper saying:

“I can confirm that I intend to repay my loan at the end of the
term by the sale of my property.”

The note is dated 19 December 2007 and she clearly did
not understand what was going on. I do not think that
she received legal advice on the loan agreement.

Who can protect Mrs Pressdee? The Office of Fair
Trading’s guidance on irresponsible lending only came
into force in March 2010, so she was not covered with
regard to the finance company’s actions. I do not think
that she had the capacity to enter into the agreement.
She was continually charged for every letter written. On
two separate occasions she was charged £230 in legal
costs, so the bills went up.

The OFT cannot help Mrs Pressdee, but what about
the Consumer Credit Act 1974? Section 140A centres
on the unfair relationships between creditors and debtors.
Thanks to the Library, we have managed to find two
cases against the company concerned. Under section 140A,
Peter Bentley challenged the right to repossession of his
property. The High Court judge in Cardiff asked both
parties to rewrite the loan agreement, and they have
done so.

In the second case Blemain Finance took repossession
proceedings against Mrs Thomas from Penzance. Three
loan agreements had to be rewritten. The judge held
that they were unenforceable, because the amount of
credit on them was incorrectly stated, so those repossession
proceedings were dismissed.

I wrote to the Secretary of State for Business, Innovation
and Skills, who passed it on the Office of Fair Trading.
The Under-Secretary of State for Business, Innovation
and Skills, the hon. Member for East Dunbartonshire
(Jo Swinson), wrote to me yesterday to say that she had
nothing further to add, but the Department can do
something—it can consider winding the company up in
the public interest. The Minister could also meet me
and the Pressdee family to see what we can do to help
Mrs Pressdee, a vulnerable pensioner who has been
driven out of her home. We should be protecting her.

I raised the issue of marine conservation zones with
the Leader of the House, who suggested I should have
an Adjournment debate, and here we are. What is the
problem? Some £8.8 million has been spent on a
consultation. Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs guidance states that the lack of scientific
certainty should not postpone the decision. For two
and a half years, we have had a steering committee of
44 industry representatives and 12 conservation non-
governmental organisations, and the announcement of
the 21 designated zones, and 28 species of mammals
and fish are under threat. I am a member of the National
Trust. It is important to protect not only the seas, but
the coastline, because it is a finely balanced eco-system.

I therefore have some questions for the Minister.
What is the timetable? Can he state whether there will
be a re-consultation on redefining the guidance on an
ecological coherence network? Parliament needs to know
before any more public money is wasted on a further
consultation. If not now, when?

5.51 pm

John Glen (Salisbury) (Con): I should like to talk
about the Maldives. People often ask why the Member
of Parliament for Salisbury is so concerned about the
smallest Asian country. I am concerned because the
ousted President of the Maldives has a strong association
with my constituency. He was educated just outside it
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and has spent a lot of time in exile there. Since I came to
the House, I have taken a great interest in the Maldives.
The situation there is dire and appalling, and it deeply
concerns me. I am also very worried by the reaction of
the international community.

After many years fighting for free elections, in 2008
Anni Nasheed was elected as President of that small
country. Last year, a few weeks after I went out there to
help his party prepare for the upcoming elections, he
was ousted in an appalling coup. The country is now in
a critical state. The free and fair elections that should
happen later this year are in the balance. It is difficult to
get clarity from the international community, and even
from the British Government, on how assertive it is
prepared to be to deal with the country.

There is systematic corruption among the judiciary,
and almost every week new stories of human rights
violations reach the press. Although the ousted Nasheed
is expected to run in the forthcoming elections, it is
difficult to say that he will have a clear pathway to the
elections, given the legal machinations put up against
him almost every week.

As I have mentioned, there are the most vile human
rights abuses in the Maldives. A 15-year-old girl has been
sentenced to 100 lashes in public when she turns 18, and
to eight months of house arrest. It is appalling that the
international community can apparently do nothing
about the situation. I stand today to generate some
publicity, I hope, so that people are aware of the direness
of the situation in the country.

The prosecutor-general stated that the 15-year-old
was charged with the crime of pre-marital sex, which
emerged from a police investigation. That followed a
completely ludicrous allegation. It was alleged that the
15-year-old had given birth and that her step-father had
murdered the baby and buried her. The step-father was
accused of molesting the 15-year-old, and the victim’s
mother has been accused of concealing a crime and
failing to report the molestation. We will only get changes
in the Maldives if there is public awareness of what is
going on. Similar things are happening in many countries
across the globe, but I am not prepared to just stand
back and let these things happen.

The Maldives need free elections later this year, so
that Anni Nasheed, that honourable and decent man,
who was educated in this country, can stand as a candidate,
unimpeded. The illegitimate president must ensure that
those elections take place. Recently, Anni Nasheed’s
Maldivian Democratic party organised a mass rally
with 7,000 or 8,000 people participating, but when the
rally reached Dr Waheed’s residence—that is the person
who grabbed control last year—riot police aggressively
charged the crowd. Many people reported that the
police used excessive force in breaking up the rally, and
many injured women remain in hospital. Video footage
shows the police attempting to arrest bystanders and
using excessive force.

I urge the British Government to acknowledge what
is really happening and to stand firm later this year.

5.56 pm

Yasmin Qureshi (Bolton South East) (Lab): I rise to
bring to the House’s attention the resolution passed in
the European Parliament on January 2009 to commemorate

the anniversary of the Srebrenica genocide. My interest
in Bosnia and Yugoslavia arises from having worked for
the United Nations mission in Kosovo between 2000
and 2002.

The background to the massacre began after the
break-up of the former Yugoslavia in the 1990s which
led to conflict within Bosnia. That war sparked numerous
atrocities, including the “mass rape”of women, as defined
by the United Nations war crimes tribunal. Studies estimate
that as many as 20,000 to 50,000 Bosniak Muslim women
were raped by Serb forces and many were abused for
months.

One of the most prominent and gravest incidents
took place in July 1995. The Bosnian town of Srebrenica,
which was, at the time, an isolated enclave stated to be a
protected zone by a United Nations Security Council
resolution of 16 April 1993, fell into the hands of the
Serbian militias. During several days of carnage, more
than 8,000 Muslim men and boys, who had sought
safety in this area under the protection of the United
Nations forces, were executed by Serb forces which had
entered Bosnian territory from Serbia. Nearly 25,000
women, children and elderly people were forcibly deported,
making this event the biggest war crime to take place in
Europe since the end of the second world war.

This tragedy was declared an act of genocide by the
International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia.
In January 2009, the European Parliament overwhelmingly
adopted a resolution to proclaim 11 July a day of
commemoration of Srebrenica throughout the European
Union. It is a day on which we should express condolence
and solidarity with the families of the victims, many of
whom are living without final confirmation of the fate
of their relatives and a day on which our thoughts
should be with those who were killed and those who
lost loved ones.

The European Parliament resolution called the Srebrenica
genocide
“the biggest war crime in Europe since the end of WWII.”

The Assembly called it
“a symbol of the international community’s impotence to intervene
and protect civilians.”

I call on the Government to commemorate appropriately
the anniversary of the Srebrenica act of genocide by
supporting the European Parliament’s recognition of
11 July as the day of commemoration of the Srebrenica
genocide. I also urge the Government to make further
efforts to bring the many remaining fugitives to justice.
We should be doing more to support the valuable work
of the International Criminal Tribunal for the former
Yugoslavia.

Finally, I cannot stress enough the importance of
reconciliation in the European integration process,
particularly with regard to the role of religious communities,
the media and education, so that people of all ethnicities
can overcome the tensions of the past, move forward,
and begin a peaceful and sincere co-existence in the
interests of enduring peace, stability and economic
growth. In working to move forward, we must not
forget the lessons of the past. It is therefore vital that
this genocide, which has been described by the United
Nations and the International Criminal Tribunal for the
Former Yugoslavia as the worst since the end of the
second world war, is appropriately commemorated in
the United Kingdom and in all European countries.

1567 156826 MARCH 2013Easter Adjournment Easter Adjournment



6 pm

Stephen Gilbert (St Austell and Newquay) (LD): It is
a pleasure to follow the hon. Member for Bolton South
East (Yasmin Qureshi) and my hon. Friend the Member
for Salisbury (John Glen). They have shown that Backbench
Business Adjournment debates can provide a real insight
into different issues, and they have put them on the
record. Both hon. Members were sombre in their tone,
but I was pleased to note that the hon. Member for
Islington North (Jeremy Corbyn) and I have something
in common: we have both been members of Haringey
council. I was slightly surprised to find out—because I
know him reasonably well—that my hon. Friend the
Member for Colne Valley (Jason McCartney) describes
himself as an optimist.

The policy of incineration is being pursued across the
country. Specifically, an incinerator is planned in St Dennis
in my constituency. Since before I was a parliamentary
candidate, I have said consistently that Cornwall should
not go down the route of incinerating its municipal
waste. I have said consistently that St Dennis is the
wrong place for an incinerator and that incineration is
the wrong solution and technology. I have argued for
several years that cheaper, cleaner and greener alternatives
are available to local authorities, yet in Cornwall and in
other local authorities across the country we see a
determination to continue to pursue this one-size-fits-all
solution and off-the-shelf easy win to deal with municipal
waste when alternatives are available. Yes, they might
require a little extra effort, but in the long run they can
deliver huge savings in carbon emissions and money.
Road movements would be reduced as less waste is
ferried around, and that would be better for our country
and our planet.

I was delighted that the respected environmental
waste management consultancy, Eunomia, which has
previously advised Cornwall council, looked recently at
the council’s plans and decided that savings could be
made. Those savings are not insignificant. It suggests
that potentially £320 million of savings can be delivered
to taxpayers in Cornwall if the council revisits its waste
strategy. It makes the point that the contract is outdated
and not fit for purpose, that it no longer fits the overall
policy context of either the UK Government or our
European counterparts, that the PFI credits are poor
value for money, and that with some simple changes
Cornwall can find a different solution that better meets
its needs.

Cornwall currently recycles just 37% of its waste and
has no real plans to improve that rate. Recycling rates
cannot be improved while trying to feed an incinerator
that is ever-hungry for material to burn. The best local
authorities now recycle more than 60%, and recycling
alone could deliver £12 million-worth of savings a year
to the council. Indeed, if we went as far as Surrey
county council, which is hitting a 70% target, there is
potential for still more significant savings. Eunomia
reports that the PFI contract that Cornwall council
agreed with the previous Government is outdated and
not fit for purpose, and that savings can be made there
too.

None of this comes at a time of plenty. We know only
too well in this House that local authorities face a
difficult financial environment. We know from the
representations that we all receive from our constituents
that the money that could be saved—the £320 million

that Cornwall council is throwing away—could be better
used to help to meet people’s needs in their day-to-day
existence.

Perhaps I can put it best by leaving it to the director
of Eunomia, who said:

“Cornwall used to lead the recycling league, but now languishes
in the bottom 25% of local authorities. In the 15 years since the
PFI plan was hatched, the world of waste has moved on and far
better alternatives now exist. Our analysis shows that the PFI
contract is a very expensive way to ensure that Cornwall continues
its poor environmental performance on waste for decades to
come.”

I urge the Minister to get our right hon. Friend the
Chief Secretary to the Treasury to look at this issue on a
value-for-money basis. We are in the last-chance saloon,
but it is not too late.

6.5 pm

Mr Gareth Thomas (Harrow West) (Lab/Co-op): I
wish to raise two very different issues.

First, Marlborough and Vaughan schools—both
excellent schools in my constituency—are in urgent
need of rebuilding. They were built in the 1960s as
temporary schools. They have problems with asbestos
and other serious defects. Given Harrow’s growing
population of young families, both schools also need to
expand to become three-form entry schools. The council
wrote to the chief executive of the Education Funding
Agency last July to propose a financial agreement involving
funding provided through the priority school building
programme and Harrow’s share of the basic needs
allocation. I hope that the Deputy Leader of the House
will use his influence, at the very least to speed up a
response to Harrow council’s letter to the EFA—one
containing, I trust, positive news.

Secondly, I hope that the Competition Commission
will investigate the funding of premiership rugby teams.
Together with the Rugby Football Union, Premiership
Rugby is the body that distributes funding to England’s
top rugby clubs. It does so on an uneven and unfair
basis. I understand that London Welsh rugby club
received some £1.4 million from Premiership Rugby to
help to fund players’ salaries, while other premiership
clubs—notably the so-called founder clubs, such as
Sale, Bath, Leicester and Gloucester—receive some
£3.5 million a season. Indeed, figures I have seen for
January suggest that Worcester, London Irish and Sale
all received about three times the funding that London
Welsh received. Given that they are London Welsh’s
rivals for the relegation place, this hardly suggests that a
fair contest is being played out. Indeed, bizarrely, recently
relegated Newcastle also appears to have received three
times more funding in January than London Welsh,
while Bristol and Leeds, which were relegated some
time ago, received almost double the funding that London
Welsh received in January.

In short, there is a clear bias in how funding is
distributed against teams promoted to the premiership.
The funding arrangements have all the appearance of a
cartel. They make it extremely difficult for newly promoted
teams to survive or thrive. To their credit, Exeter and
Worcester have done so, but the vast majority of promoted
clubs struggle to survive beyond a season or two. I have
therefore written to the Office of Fair Trading today
asking it to request an investigation by the Competition
Commission into the funding of rugby clubs. I hope
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that the Deputy Leader of the House will speak to the
Department for Culture, Media and Sport and the
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills and
encourage them to use their influence to support such
an investigation.

There is, too, the fiasco of the five points deducted
for messing up the registration paperwork of the London
Welsh scrum half, Tyson Keats, even though no one
disputes his entitlement to seek employment in the UK,
his eligibility to seek work as a professional rugby
player or indeed—should the call come—his eligibility
to play for England. I very much regret today’s decision
to turn down London Welsh’s appeal against this grim
five-point deduction. Quite why the crime is so severe
that it should merit such a huge penalty, when other
clubs making similar mistakes have not been hit so
hard, is frankly difficult to fathom. Exeter fielded an
extra overseas player in one of its matches last season
and was hit with only a two-point fine. Leicester fielded
Manu Tuilagi some seasons ago, despite his effectively
being an illegal immigrant. The club was not penalised
any points at all. One would think there would be some
expectation by the RFU that Leicester would have
checked his status; instead, the RFU rallied round to
help him to get his status resolved.

The premiership should surely be a genuine competition
in which clubs battle it out on a level playing field. At
the moment, sadly, a newly promoted team first has to
climb a mountain to get to the playing field and is then
expected to play with one hand tied behind its back. It
is time that the funding of premiership rugby clubs
became much more transparent and that newly promoted
teams received appropriate funding.

6.10 pm

Priti Patel (Witham) (Con): Following last week’s
Budget debate, I welcome today’s opportunity to highlight
some key business-related issues affecting my constituency
and my constituents.

The House will be well aware that Essex is a county of
entrepreneurs, as there are many successful small businesses.
That is why the first item on my list is Her Majesty’s
Revenue and Customs, which continues to act as a barrier
to businesses and many small firms in my constituency.
To put this into some kind of context, HMRC has spent
over 10 years relentlessly pursuing and seeking to punish
my constituent, Mr Philip Wright. His case relates to a
complex issue surrounding tax paid in the construction
industry. Despite Mr Wright losing his business, being
unwell and being of very limited means and having
previously won an initial court hearing, HMRC continues
to drag this case on, persecuting my constituent. HMRC
has made many errors, yet it seems to be determined to
secure a precedent-setting victory over Mr Wright at a
further court hearing later this year.

This case shows how HMRC has targeted its efforts
on the defenceless and on easy targets, while letting
larger firms off the hook. It also shows once again how
inept HMRC has been. My constituent had built up his
own business and spent years doing the right thing. It is
about time that HMRC did the right thing. I urge the
Government, and particularly the Treasury Minister
responsible for HMRC, to leave Mr Wright in peace.

Today is quite a significant day, as we have to ask
ourselves whether the official who presided over so
many failures at the UK Border Agency is the right
person to fix HMRC, with all its backlog of cases and
problems.

The next business example from my constituency
highlights problems with the Valuation Office Agency.
The VOA, as it is fondly known, is an executive agency
of HMRC, and it has spent the past three years sitting
on a firm’s business rate re-evaluation appeal. In June
2010, the business requested a reduction on the basis
that the rateable value applied was
“incorrect, excessive, contrary to law and a disproportionate
reflection on the change in rental values in the locality”.

The VOA has sat on its hands for three years and done
nothing. This is yet another example of bureaucracy
not understanding how businesses operate in the real
world, as a result of which I understand about 250,000
further appeals in similar instances are outstanding. I
urge Ministers to take action to end this bureaucratic
shambles and to press the VOA to get its act together.

Last week’s Budget has been positively welcomed by
business, which is why I urge Ministers and the Government
to press local councils to unleash local businesses from
business rates and to tell local authorities to use their
new powers to reduce rates and take a more flexible
approach to local business taxation. My constituent,
Duncan Clark, is an outstanding local entrepreneur
who converted a redundant out-house building into a
cookery school, creating two full-time jobs. He has
taken a risk to set up that business and has a great “can
do” attitude—the type of attitude that this country
needs to grow into a more prosperous future. He should
be congratulated on what he is doing; instead, of course,
he faces a £6,000 bill for his rates. I hope that the
Government will urge local councils to use their powers
over business rates to foster a competitive spirit of
business enterprise in this environment. That would
help start-ups and help business men such as Mr Clark.

Many of the problems that I have highlighted
demonstrate that the public sector needs to have a
greater understanding and appreciation of the private
sector. If those public bodies engaged more constructively
with the private sector, they would enhance their own
understanding. A great example of that happened in
Witham town, when Essex county council listened to a
body called Witham Industrial Watch, whose business
members monitor criminal activity on our industrial
sites. The county council was on the verge of taking
away the street lighting on the industrial estate, but
Witham Industrial Watch made a persuasive case to the
council. I pay tribute to the council and to the cabinet
member for highways for realising that it made business
sense to work with Witham Industrial Watch to get the
right outcome.

I look forward to hearing the Government’s response.
Let me take this opportunity to wish you, Mr Deputy
Speaker, and all the staff of the House a very pleasant
Easter recess.

6.15 pm

George Galloway (Bradford West) (Respect): The world
is still divided, as we know. The plight of poor children
in that divided world preoccupies tens of thousands of
the finest of our citizens. The proximate cause of my
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applying to speak in this debate, for which I am grateful,
was a visit that I had from campaigners from religious
organisations and others from Bradford university. The
campaign is based around the organisation Enough
Food For Everyone If, which will have lobbied most
hon. Members in the run-up to the Budget, seeking an
important relief for poor children in poor countries.
Sadly, the Government, on that occasion at least, failed
to rise to that challenge. It is my hope that that campaign
can continue and that the Government will take on
board its demand to introduce some requirement on
British companies operating in poor countries.

In parenthesis, every 45 seconds—the length of time I
have been speaking for—a child in Africa dies of malaria,
let alone all the other ailments that kill so many children
in poor countries. In the world as a whole, 110 million
children under 10 go to work instead of school. For
those children, there is no Easter, Christmas or holiday.
There are none of the basic comforts that we wish for
our own children. Yet in the midst of that, we discover,
contemporaneously, that many British corporations and
companies, some of them well known, are not only
operating in those poor countries to take advantage of
the very low wages that workers labour for, but doing
their best in those poor countries to avoid, even evade,
the minimal rates of taxation that those countries require
from them. Therefore, that campaign is asking for something
like the disclosure of tax-avoidance scheme that will be
applied to British companies under the Finance Bill to
force them to disclose the tax-avoidance schemes in
which they are involved in poor countries.

Of course, child poverty is on the march in our own
country, too. Yesterday, I had a brief moment with you,
Mr Deputy Speaker, to allude to some of the child
poverty in my constituency, which has the second highest
child poverty and the second highest child mortality in
the entire country. I know that I will not melt the hearts
of the Government on that point, so I want to raise a
practical point with them that, even in their own terms,
is an anomaly. More than 10,000 children in Bradford
are not receiving free school meals but are officially
under the poverty line. The reason is that their parents
are working and receiving working families tax credit.
They are officially poor, officially below the poverty
line, but cannot get free school meals. However, if their
parents gave up their jobs, they would immediately be
eligible for free school meals.

How can that conceivably fit with the Government’s
oft-claimed intention to try to encourage the unemployed
into work and to help the working poor? According to
the Children’s Society, in one city alone—Bradford—more
than 10,000 children are living under the poverty line
but are not receiving free school meals. Therefore, they
are likely to go an entire day without proper nutrition.

I would like the Deputy Leader of the House to
explain to me, in writing, at least, how this anomaly can
be tolerated. Why not give the working poor at least the
same break that we give the unemployed, by giving their
poor children something to eat at lunchtime?

6.20 pm

Mr Stewart Jackson (Peterborough) (Con): Easter is
one of the most important Christian festivals and as we
speak, across the world, particularly in the Punjab in
Pakistan, Christians are being systematically traduced,

attacked, tortured, imprisoned and even killed. The
Centre for Legal Aid Assistance & Settlement said in a
recent letter to me:

“The ongoing abuse of blasphemy laws against Christians in
Pakistan is a violation of their human rights and the laws themselves
are in direct contravention of various human rights charters.
Pakistani Christians are accused of blasphemy to settle personal
scores and without being given the chance to prove their innocence
are locked up in jails.”

If the UK’s soft power means anything, it means exercising
influence and withdrawing funds if necessary, to make
sure the Pakistani Government know that this is completely
unacceptable.

The House will know that in October 2011, I led a
debate in Westminster Hall on Tourette’s syndrome, an
inherited neurological condition that affects children
from the age of six or seven. Many of those children are
not well educated because they struggle to keep their
tics under control and end up being excluded and in the
criminal justice system. I remain unconvinced that the
new NHS and education reforms take account of children
who desperately need to have their issues addressed. I
hope the NHS Commissioning Board looks at that.

The House will also remember that during a recent
Prime Minister’s Question Time, I raised the issue of
the fortification of basic foodstuffs with folic acid,
particularly for women of child-bearing age. Many
countries across the world have done so, and although
they have not eliminated the dreadful, tragic conditions
of hydrocephalus and spina bifida, they have reduced their
incidence. It is my great good fortune to represent the
city of Peterborough, in which the Shine charity, formerly
the Association for Spina Bifida and Hydrocephalus, is
based. It gives help, support and guidance to children
affected by spina bifida and their parents. I remain
hopeful that the Government will work with the Food
Standards Agency—the Department of Health will work
with others—to do the right thing and fortify foodstuffs
such as bread and flour with folic acid to prevent these
terrible conditions.

Turning to the comments made by my hon. Friend
the Member for Witham (Priti Patel), I will not dwell
too much on the Budget, other than to say that I was
disappointed that, although we could find time for
something was not in the manifesto and the coalition
agreement, such as same-sex marriage, we could not do
so for something that was, such as a marriage tax break.
Senior members of my party, including the Prime Minister
and the Chancellor of the Exchequer, have said that
that will happen under this Government, and I sincerely
hope they are as good as their word.

Representing as I do the city of Peterborough, in
which the headquarters of Thomas Cook is located, I
was disappointed that the Chancellor also avoided the
issue of air passenger duty, but I remain ever hopeful
that that will change.

On a more positive note, philanthropy and the voluntary
and community sector in my wonderful constituency,
which I have had the good fortune to represent for eight
years, is thriving. The Peterborough cathedral “900”
appeal, which is seeking to raise millions of pounds
from business and others for a heritage and education
centre and a centre of excellence for English choral
music to celebrate 900 years of a Christian settlement
on the banks of the River Nene—an abbey, and then a
cathedral—is doing well. Of course, something very
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dear to my heart is the Sue Ryder hospice at Thorpe
Hall. A grade I listed building which was the home of
Oliver St John—Oliver Cromwell’s money man—it is
no longer fit for purpose as a hospice. The fundraising
committee, of which I was a member for five years, is
raising money for a purpose-built £6 million 22-bedroom
hospice on the site. We desperately need the funds for
that and good work is being done. So my city is generous
and it is raising money for good causes.

May I end by wishing all hon. Members, you, Mr Deputy
Speaker, the Speaker, the Chairman of Ways and Means
and all staff a happy, peaceful and restful Easter recess?

6.24 pm

Fiona O’Donnell (East Lothian) (Lab): May I begin
by apologising to you, Mr Deputy Speaker, the House
and the Deputy Leader of the House for that fact that I
will not be able to stay for the duration of the debate? I
congratulate the hon. Member for Peterborough
(Mr Jackson) on his contribution, as he took the
opportunity to raise a kaleidoscope of issues. I also
congratulate you, Mr Deputy Speaker, and the Backbench
Business Committee on this excellent initiative that I
am taking advantage of for the first time. Although I do
not agree with the hon. Gentleman on tax breaks for
married couples, I hope that he would extend them to
same-sex couples who choose to marry.

Such great issues of human rights have been raised by
the hon. Gentleman and by the hon. Member for Bradford
West (George Galloway), who discussed child poverty, a
shameful and deepening scar on this country. However,
I wish to be a little more parochial and concentrate on
issues closer to home. This may feel like groundhog day
to you, Mr Deputy Speaker, as I spoke about the future
of Cockenzie power station in yesterday’s Budget debate,
but it is an issue of real importance to my constituency.

Cockenzie’s coal-fired power station closed on Friday
15 March, after 45 years of electricity generation which
powered approximately 1 million homes every year
during the station’s lifetime. Some 10,000 people have
been employed there during its lifetime, through
construction and generation. In some cases, three
generations of families have been involved in the plant.
It was a sad and emotional day when we saw those
grown men in their hard hats having soft hearts about
the closure of such an important part of East Lothian’s
history, which has made such a great contribution to its
economy. For many, including me, as I frequently fly
into Edinburgh airport, its twin chimney stacks are the
place that marks home.

I wish to praise ScottishPower, which has a good
record in managing such closures. I praise the way in
which it has worked with the trade unions in the workplace
and with individual employees to ensure that there have
been no compulsory redundancies. Many employees are
moving to other stations, while others have opted for
retirement or severance voluntarily. Having said that,
this was still a tough day for East Lothian, as Cockenzie
now lies like a sleeping giant, waiting for a decision
from this Government.

There has been uncertainty about the future of Cockenzie
for some time, and I do not lay this all at the door of
this Government; the previous administration in East

Lothian council, a Scottish National party-Lib Dem
coalition, opposed planning permission for the plant’s
conversion to gas. Fortunately, that decision was overturned
by Scottish Ministers, who are also from the SNP—
indecision is not limited to those on the Government
Benches. Thankfully, we have a new administration in
East Lothian council, a Labour-Conservative coalition—
that is how democracy can be at times. It results from
the single transferable vote, and I do not think it is a
coalition we will ever see replicated in this place.

ScottishPower is calling for clarity on a capacity
mechanism for thermal generation in the Energy Bill.
Speaking at the annual meeting of the shareholders of
Iberdrola—the Spanish owner of ScottishPower—its
chief executive officer, Mr Galan, said that ScottishPower
would increase its planned UK spend of £10 billion by
£3 billion to build new gas-fired power stations, but
uncertainty caused by market conditions and a lack of
clarity from the UK Government was holding back that
further investment. Some of that money could be used
to refurbish the station at Cockenzie, creating 1,000
construction jobs in my constituency in the process and
with further knock-on benefits to the local economy.
When completed, it would be a welcome source of
skilled jobs and apprenticeships for young people in my
constituency. I urge the Deputy Leader of the House to
take that message back to the Department of Energy
and Climate Change. This is an opportunity for investment
in the UK and in my constituency to create jobs and to
keep the lights on.

6.29 pm

Richard Graham (Gloucester) (Con): Not long ago, a
Slovak national, Mr Peter Pavlisin, badly beat up his
pregnant Gloucester girlfriend, Natasha Motala, threatened
her with death and had to be subdued by several policemen.
He was sentenced to four years in prison in the Gloucester
Crown court and the judge revealed during sentencing
that during Mr Pavlisin’s four years in the UK he had
been convicted of 14 offences from 21 charges. When I
read that in our local paper, The Citizen, my immediate
reaction was relief for my constituent Natasha, who
had given birth safely, and for my other constituents, as
the criminal would be off the streets of Gloucester.
There was something missing, however. Where was the
instruction to the courts to deport the prisoner at the
end of his sentence?

I rang the judge and he explained that judges have the
authority to deport non-EU nationals but not EU
nationals. That can only be decided by the Home Secretary.
I did more research, and I discovered that if an EU
national is sentenced to more than two years, or 12 months
for certain crimes, the National Offender Management
Service is supposed to make recommendations to the
Home Secretary on deportation some months before
that sentence is over. That system is unsatisfactory in
several ways. First, the victims, the court, the media and
the community are unaware of it. No one in Gloucester
knows that Mr Pavlisin should be deported in due
course. As the judge is silent on the issue—indeed,
judges have to be—the implication is that he will not be
deported and will emerge with a strong likelihood of
extending his frequent appearances in our courts.

Secondly, there is no clear responsibility for action,
no audit trail and no measurement of the Ministry of
Justice’s ability to ensure that dangerous EU nationals
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are deported at the end of their sentences. Thirdly, as
the law allows for deportation but the process does not
highlight it, my constituents and everyone else’s are
unlikely to have confidence in the system.

That gap in the process could, I believe, be fixed
relatively simply through an amendment to the UK
Borders Act 2007 and a memorandum of conviction
that would require judges to say when the sentence for
any EU national is of a length or severity that obliges
NOMS to consider recommending deportation to the
Home Secretary well ahead of the completion of the
sentence. That would spell out to everyone, including
EU nationals, an important likely consequence of serious
crime in our country. It would remind everyone that we
decide who is deported and who is not, wherever they
come from, and give us all more confidence in the
process of law.

Let me be clear: this is not about bashing the EU or
stoking xenophobic paranoia. Immigrants to Gloucester,
from Roman legionaries to Norman monks, Jamaican
nurses, Asian engineers, Polish makers of shirts and
many others besides, including some great European
rugby players, have contributed hugely to our city. We
have thrived on immigration but not on foreign criminals.
This is about the safety of my constituents and justice
for all our constituents and it is a plea for more certainty
and rigour in the process of justice. I am sure that
Ministers in both the Ministry of Justice and the Home
Department share my concerns and I hope that they
will act to ensure that justice is done and is seen to be
done and that all foreign criminals will be deported
when they deserve to be.

Let me take this opportunity to wish you, Mr Deputy
Speaker, and everyone in this House a happy Easter.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Lindsay Hoyle): On her
birthday, I call Barbara Keeley.

6.33 pm

Barbara Keeley (Worsley and Eccles South) (Lab):
Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker.

I want to take this opportunity to talk about sport
and fitness for women and girls. I spoke about it during
the debate on international women’s day last year and
from that debate we managed to get cross-party agreement
to support the development of a new all-party group on
women’s sport and fitness. We launched it, it is supported
by the Women’s Sport and Fitness Foundation and we
have had some great meetings. Our first meeting was
with the presenter and sports commentator Clare Balding
and the Olympic rowing gold medallist Kath Grainger,
and most recently we have had a meeting with
the Paralympian Martine Wright, who survived the
7/7 bombings and went on to compete in the Paralympics,
and Claire Lomas, who was the first paraplegic to
complete the London marathon, doing so in 17 days
walking in a robotic suit.

It was great to listen to those inspirational women
from those different sports. It is needed, because women’s
sport faces a crisis in media coverage and lack of
sponsorship. Outside Olympic years, women’s sport receives
less than 5% of the total sport print coverage, and even
then, unsurprisingly, women’s sport receives only 0.5%

of the total sponsorship income. There was the recent
case of the England women’s football team being offered
a salary increase from £16,000 to £18,000 a year. They
eventually settled on a contract of £20,000 a year. In the
same week, the Arsenal football player Theo Walcott
signed for £100,000 a week. I know that we have some
talented girls and young women playing football now,
and the difference in reward levels for women’s football
must be offputting for those talented enough to seek a
professional career.

Appropriately enough for a debate at this time of
year, it is a case of the chicken and the egg. More media
coverage is needed to provide girls and young women
with positive role models in sport, and that would
encourage participation and future achievement, but
media coverage is elusive and without it we do not get
the sponsorship and salaries remain low.

Let me turn quickly to school sport, because we
currently have a crisis of activity levels among children,
especially girls, with just 16% of girls and young women
reaching the recommended levels of activity by the time
they leave primary school, compared with 29% of boys,
and only 12% of 14-year-olds are active enough to
benefit their health. In fact, girls leave school only half
as likely to meet the recommended activity levels of
boys, and nearly a third of 16-year-olds do no physical
activity at all.

In that context, the Government’s announcement of
£150 million for primary school sport is welcome, but I
have some questions about the funding. How will Ministers
ensure that the investment helps to close the gender gap
in activity levels in primary schools? Do they have any
plans to provide similar, much needed support in secondary
schools, where sport among girls really drops away?
How do Ministers plan to measure the success of the
investment, given that there is no comprehensive annual
measurement of children’s activity levels in sport? The
status quo is that 51% of girls say that school sport and
physical education actually puts them off being active,
and they are only half as likely as boys to meet the
recommended activity levels.

I commend the Rugby Football Union for its All
Schools programme. At a recent event in the House, I
met three young women who had taken up playing
rugby at school and at a local club. The RFU has done
a great job in enthusing teachers and coaches, who in
turn enthuse and inspire young women, such as the
three I met. I also congratulate FC United of Manchester
on commemorating international women’s day by
holding events to celebrate women in football, including
an event called “A woman’s place is at the match”. Its
women’s team was awarded Manchester Football
Association’s “Team of the Month” award. They also
won a recent semi-final to win through to the league cup
final against Manchester City’s women’s team. I commend
them and all women and girls working to break down
barriers in women’s sport.

Finally, I would like to give the customary thanks to
all staff of the House. I particularly want to thank
Noeleen and the staff of the Tea Room, who I think do
a wonderful job, the Hansard reporters, to whom I
think we should all be very grateful, and you, Mr Deputy
Speaker. I wish all a happy Easter. I will end by
wishing a happy birthday to my hon. Friends the Members
for Bristol East (Kerry McCarthy) and for Nottingham
South (Lilian Greenwood) and my right hon. Friend the
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Member for Wolverhampton South East (Mr McFadden).
I do not know whether any Government Members have
birthdays today, but if they do I wish then a happy
birthday, too.

6.38 pm

Fiona Bruce (Congleton) (Con): In fact, today is also
my birthday. I am grateful for the opportunity, on this
jolly occasion, to draw the House’s attention to proposals
for a Congleton link road that would run from Sandbach
road to the west of the town, past the north of the town
centre and on to Macclesfield road to the east. The
potential benefits have been excellently summed up in
an appropriately titled document, “The key to unlocking
Cheshire East: Securing jobs and a future for the local
economy”, which has been compiled by a forward thinking
partnership of Congleton business people and the East
Cheshire chamber of commerce, collectively called the
Link2Prosperity group—L2P.

The road would improve connectivity right across
east Cheshire by improving links to Manchester airport,
the M60 and the M6, the latter being just 10 minutes
away at Sandbach, junction 17, in my constituency. It
would also improve connectivity to the rail network,
particularly the inter-city connection at Crewe, and
would help alleviate heavy traffic problems that the
people of Holmes Chapel have endured for 40 years.

David Rutley (Macclesfield) (Con): On my hon. Friend’s
birthday, she is making a characteristically powerful
speech. I agree wholeheartedly that the Congleton link
road will be vital in improving connectivity in east
Cheshire and to stimulate economic growth. Does she
agree that it is also important to have a similar road—the
Poynton-Woodford relief road—to help to improve
connectivity in the north of our borough?

Fiona Bruce: I absolutely do agree. It is interesting to
note that both these roads are priorities in Cheshire
East council’s draft development strategy.

The Congleton link road would reduce the daily
traffic congestion in the centre of Congleton that impedes
businesses, residents and school pupils and has been
described by Siemens, the town’s biggest employer, as
“chronic”. It would also reduce the consequential high
levels of nitrous oxide at pollution hot spots in the
town.

The benefits of this road involve far more than traffic
improvements alone. Its route north of the town would
open up much-improved access to industrial and business
park sites that are small, land-locked, in poor condition
and under-occupied, which means that existing businesses
looking to expand are being forced to relocate. Moreover,
the sites offer minimal opportunities for inward investment
by new businesses. All this could radically change with
the investment in these sites that improved connectivity
both locally and regionally would justify. The benefits
of opening them up are cited not only in the L2P
document but in Cheshire East council’s draft development
strategy, which states in its foreword that the council
has
“a jobs-led development strategy, supported by improved connectivity
through sustainable infrastructure such as the…Congleton Link
Road”.

It goes on to say that the strategy
“seeks to promote the right conditions for jobs growth—by
boosting the delivery of existing major employment sites, improving
connectivity and identifying new areas for future investment and
expansion.”

The Congleton link road will do just that.
Let me give a case study. The L2P document talks

about Senior Aerospace Bird Bellows, which is based at
Radnor Park estate, one of the business sites to the
north of Congleton. SABB manufactures key aircraft
components, and it is Congleton’s second largest employer.
Key visitors to SABB include Boeing, Airbus and Rolls-
Royce. Sadly, as the L2P document states, the condition
of Radnor Park estate does not reflect its status as the
home of a high-tech, world-class manufacturer. SABB
is set to grow; indeed, 100 jobs are about to be attracted
to the company very soon. However, if it is to remain in
Congleton, it is crucial that Radnor Park estate is
improved. Improvements to the Radnor Park site, and
indeed to other business sites in the area, could provide
knock-on benefits in terms of attracting additional new
businesses and much-needed employment opportunities,
particularly for young people, that cannot be overestimated.
That is why over 60 local companies listed in the L2P
document support the link road proposal, including the
town’s biggest employer, Siemens, which says that
“this new artery has the potential to pump new levels of economic
activity into this town.”

The proposals are also supported by Congleton town
council, Congleton Partnership and the retail arm of
Congleton Business Association, which say that there is
a need to focus on contemporaneous support for the
town centre’s public realm and retail sector to ensure
that that part of the town flourishes, in conjunction
with this redevelopment, just as much as the business
parks. I believe that with appropriate creative thinking
and investment, the town centre will indeed benefit, not
only as a result of the improved traffic flow and access
to the town centre, but because it will provide a more
pleasant shopping and leisure experience, and, one hopes,
increased footfall as a result. Other key supporters
include Congleton high school, Eaton Bank school and
Congleton Town football club, all of which have ambitious
aspirations to develop their facilities—something that
could be facilitated by the link road development, with
its improved connectivity and release of land.

In association with the link road, there would be
additional housing developments. These must be sensitively
planned, taking into account the existing communities’
views. That is a very important consideration that we
must continually be aware of.

I ask the Minister to raise this important local proposal
with his colleagues in the Department of Transport in
the hope that I, and others, will be able to meet Ministers
there in the near future to discuss this project in greater
detail.

6.44 pm

Thomas Docherty (Dunfermline and West Fife) (Lab):
May I join the House in wishing my hon. Friend the
Member for Worsley and Eccles South (Barbara Keeley)
and the hon. Member for Congleton (Fiona Bruce) a
very happy birthday? I will keep my remarks brief
because I know that other Members are seeking to
catch your eye, Mr Deputy Speaker.
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I am sure that the House has seen the sad news today
that Dunfermline Athletic has gone into administration
after owing Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs about
£130,000. I hope that the Minister can say whether the
Government, through HMRC and the Treasury, will be
sympathetic to that problem.

My remarks will concentrate on the Royal Navy’s
presence in Scotland. At this time of year, when we are
all thinking about spending time with our families,
loved ones and friends, we should remember the armed
forces personnel of all services who are serving overseas
and are apart from their families.

There have been recent announcements about the
British Army lay-down in Scotland and there was a
written statement yesterday about the RAF lay-down.
Obviously, the Royal Navy plays an important role as
well. Not only is Faslane the home of the deterrent;
over the coming decade, it will become the home of the
Astute class submarines. The hon. Member for Colchester
(Sir Bob Russell) and I were up at Faslane just two
weeks ago to see the fantastic work that goes on there.
About 8,500 personnel will be based there and bring
their experience to it. That base is an important source
of employment. The Royal Marine base outside Arbroath
at Condor is also an important presence in Scotland
and it, too, provides jobs.

The other major site for the Royal Navy is Rosyth
dockyard in my constituency, where the Queen Elizabeth
class carriers are being assembled. I am sure that Members
on both sides of the House will recognise what fantastic
pieces of engineering those carriers are. They are 65,000
tonne aircraft carriers that will form the centrepiece of
the Royal Navy.

As the construction of the carriers progresses, the
Royal Navy will have to increase its presence at Rosyth.
Although there was understandable disappointment in
west Fife that the Army would not be coming to Caledonia,
I hope that the Minister will confirm that there was an
important reason for that, which was that the Royal
Navy has an important requirement for Caledonia and
the wider west Fife area. I hope that the Minister will
elaborate on the number of personnel who may be
based there. I understand that at its peak, there may be
somewhere north of 500 extra personnel.

I hope that the Ministry of Defence will meet me and
others over the coming weeks to discuss how best we
can accommodate those personnel and whether they
should all be based inside Caledonia or whether work
needs to be done with the council. Fife council has said
that it is happy to talk to the MOD about what support
it can offer to make them feel welcome.

I am sure that the Minister will want to confirm that
were Scotland to separate from the rest of the United
Kingdom, not only would 8,500 jobs be lost at Faslane
and the Royal Marines leave Condor, but there would
be no future for the Rosyth dockyard. Not only would
hundreds of jobs be lost at Caledonia, but the next
50 years of work that are coming to the dockyard would
be lost. I would be grateful if the Minister outlined the
view of the Royal Navy on the future requirements.

Finally, Mr Deputy Speaker, may I wish you and the
whole House a happy Easter? You are a benevolent boss
and have no doubt bought your staff an Easter egg. I
am quite sure that the Deputy Leader of the House has
bought an Easter egg for Mr Mike Winter, the head of

office, Ben Sneddon and everybody else who works for
him in his office. I am sure that every colleague will
ensure that all their staff are looked after at this important
time of year.

6.49 pm

Mr David Amess (Southend West) (Con): Before the
House adjourns for the Easter recess, there are a number
of points that I wish to raise.

A constituent of mine, Katrine Kuzminas, recently
sent me a DVD called “Earthlings”. I share her concern
about the proposed badger cull.

Planet Leasing is a car leasing firm in my constituency
that does a wonderful job in taking on school leavers to
serve internships. In October 2012, it won the employer
of the year award and celebrated its sixth birthday on
14 March. I am proud to have it in my constituency.

Honeywell, which makes switches and lights, is a
Fortune 100 company that created many of the sockets
that we use, including those at the Olympic games.
During my visit to its factory, the topic of carbon
monoxide detectors came up. Its particular concern is
that, when a house is draught-proofed, the risk of carbon
monoxide poisoning increases. Under the green deal,
we have been promised that carbon monoxide detectors
will be fitted as a legal requirement. I hope that that will
happen.

Hospitals do a marvellous job, but do not seem to
work at the weekends. Recently, my 92-year-old aunt
was in hospital for a day. She returned home, but no one
was there to look after her. She was standing on the side
of the road, fell down and broke her hip. It was a
disaster.

Jill Allen-King, a blind constituent of mine, has
raised an important issue—the eligibility criteria for the
higher rate of the mobility component part of disability
allowance. Those who reach 65 lose that benefit, which
seems extraordinary.

Essex county bowling club is currently £26,000 worse
off, because it has been refused re-admittance to the
community amateur sports club. As a result, it has not
received the tax relief that it was previously given. I
think the Inland Revenue needs to be more helpful.

The East of England ambulance service is struggling
with several difficulties. I have heard first-hand accounts
of how one addict called an ambulance nine times in
one day. As of 2010, ambulance calls have been increasing
at a rate of 6.5% each year. Considering that each call
costs £200, it is an absolute disgrace that the service is
being abused.

Gas prices are far too high. I was proud to introduce
the Warm Homes and Energy Conservation Act 2000. I
hope that the Energy Bill will deal with current high gas
prices.

Small claims courts give our constituents a wonderful
opportunity of getting redress relatively cheaply, but we
need to consider carefully how they are financed and
how they operate.

Whistleblowers seem to be the flavour of the month.
In 1998, I publicly defended in the House a lady called
Sharon Tattoo, but the NHS establishment of the day
won, and the chairman of the health trust who defended
her who was forced to resign. It was an absolute disgrace.
I hope that Health Ministers will look at that case
again.
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Spinnaker, led by Phil Parry, is a wonderful company
in my constituency specialising in shipping, maritime
and marine world recruitment. It has an exemplary
customer relations record and should be congratulated
on all the work that it does at home and abroad.

A constituent of mine has written to me. He is 38 and
his wife has been diagnosed with terminal cancer.
Unbelievably, bereavement allowance only operates from
the age of 45. That needs to be changed. Another
constituent of mine has a brother, Abid, who is a
British national sentenced to 25 years imprisonment in
Pakistan for supposedly murdering his father. The case
details are an absolute disgrace, and I call on the
Foreign Secretary to do something very quickly.

I end with Southend. It is clear to me that everyone is
getting behind Southend’s bid to be city of culture in
2017. Southend United are playing in the cup final on
7 April. I hope that they win. I wish everyone a very
happy Easter, including you, Mr Deputy Speaker, and
particularly José and Fedel, who work in the gift shop
down below and who are retiring after a combined
period of 60 years’ service. If anyone wants a destination
this year, I can only say that the only way is Essex.

6.53 pm

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): It is a pleasure to
make a few comments about Ulster Scots culture, on
which I am very keen. Last week, I took some of my
staff round the House. It was a privilege to show them
the history of the place. It reminded me of the pride
that we all take in the Chamber. We are a small part of
this great place and of the great nation that is the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.
I am proud to hail from the unparalleled shores of
Strangford. I am proud of our rich history and culture.
I am proud to be an Ulster Scot.

I want to highlight the rich cultural links between
Northern Ireland and the nations that make up the
United Kingdom. Some Members might be unsure
about what I mean by “Ulster Scots”. For nearly 400 years,
the term has referred to a people, not a place—to the
people who migrated from the lowlands of Scotland to
Ulster and to the Ulster Scots communities they established
across the nine counties.

The first large wave of permanent migrants were not
soldiers or mercenaries but ordinary Scottish families
seeking a new life. They were mainly Presbyterian in
faith and outlook, and overwhelmingly spoke the Scots
language. I understand that they were descended from
the Stewarts of the lowlands of Scotland, and there are
many people down the Ards peninsula, where I make
my home, who can—and have—traced their ancestry
back to Scotland and who hold their history very dear.

Ulster Scots refers not only to those people and their
descendents, but also to their heritage and cultural
traditions. The lowland Scots brought industry, language,
music, sport, religion and myriad traditions to Ulster.
Many of those have now become mainstream—not
narrow cultural markers, but broad themes in our society.
The Ulster Scots folk and the Scots alike have much to
gain by strengthening our deep historic ties and
understanding the Ulster Scots story.

Throughout schools in Northern Ireland, the Ulster-Scots
Agency is working to instil in our children a pride in
their heritage, safe in the knowledge that when we have
a good foundation, we can build a sturdy home. One
school in my constituency, Derryboy primary school,
has an Ulster Scots dance in its PE class—that is
something to behold—as well as having after-school
clubs in Ulster Scots. We have children who can recite
poetry and dance a jig and who understand that to
enjoy their history and heritage is not being offensive or
bigoted but simply being who they are.

In Strangford, we have strong link with Ulster Scots.
We run programmes in the summer with the Lougheries
Historical Society in Newtownards, with individuals
reciting poetry at events and children being taught
Ulster Scots in schools down the Ards peninsula, at
Castle Gardens primary school and Movilla high school
in Newtownards. The interest shown by those young
people is second to none, and poetry is one of the things
that they enjoy.

I am going to recite one verse—I have spoken to
Mr Deputy Speaker about this—from one of those
poems: Leevin in Drumlister:

“I’m leevin in Drumlister

An’ I’m gettin very oul

I hae tae wear an Indian bag

To save mae frae the coul

Theires naw a man in this toonlan

Wus claner raired than me,

But I’m leevin in Drumlister

In clabber tae the knee.”

I would love to read all three verses, but I was told I
could not, so I will not.

Hon. Members who may be questioning what links
they have with the Ulster Scots all enjoy the benefits of
Ulster Scots ingenuity. Hans Sloane from Killyleagh in
my Strangford constituency invented milk chocolate.
Ladies love chocolate; men love chocolate. I used to
love chocolate before I became a diabetic and I can no
longer have it. Nevertheless, we have chocolate in our
society because of Hans Sloane and Killyleagh.

More than 7,000 lives have been saved by the Martin-
Baker ejection seat, which is now used by more than
90 air forces and navies. The number of lives saved
increases by an average of more than three a week—again,
ingenuity of the Ulster Scots. James Martin was a
famous Ulster Scot who invented that ejection seat, and
Frank Pantridge—also an Ulster Scot—developed the
world’s mobile defibrillator and became known as the
father of emergency medicine. We are doing our bit for
society when it comes to inventions.

Massey-Ferguson tractors—perhaps some hon. Members
have one, but if they do not, it was the first tractor and
was perfected and built by an Ulster Scot. Twelve
American Presidents have been of Ulster Scots heritage.
We are a small nation, but we punch well above our
weight producing 12 Ulster Scots Presidents with our
heritage, history and our nation as best ally.

Some of the greatest inventions in the world and the
funniest poetry is by Ulster Scots, as well as the most
beautiful turns of phrase and dance. It is little wonder
that I am proud to be an Ulster Scot. I cannot wait to
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see more people from the Chamber today and from
outside the House travelling to my constituency to
enjoy a rich culture and beautiful scenery.

Mr Jeffrey M. Donaldson (Lagan Valley) (DUP): I
am enjoying my hon. Friend’s contribution, but on a
serious note, the 100th anniversary of the first world
war will soon be coming up. Will he acknowledge that,
during the great war, Ulster Scots played a role with
great heroism as part of the wider British Army? One
thinks particularly of the battle of the Somme.

Jim Shannon: I thank my right hon. Friend for that
intervention. Yes, our heritage is not just cultural but
historical. We fought alongside and within the British
Army at the battle of the Somme, and we commemorate
that contribution of our soldiers every 1 July. The
history stories that I was taught as a boy are so important
to me and to us as a nation because of our contribution
and our heroism and courage. Young boys of 16 and
17 told lies about their age to join the Army and
contribute at the battle of the Somme—I was going to
say the battle of the Boyne, but that would be going too
far back.

We Ulster Scots are very proud to have beautiful
scenery, a rich culture and the warmest of people, who
are anxious to welcome others to our heart and heritage.
I invite all Members to Strangford to discover our
Ulster Scots heritage, and I look forward to seeing
them.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing

Order No. 15),
That, at this day’s sitting, the matters to be raised before the

forthcoming adjournment may be proceeded with, though opposed,
until 8.00 pm.—(Mr Evennett.)

Question agreed to.

7 pm

Mr Mark Williams (Ceredigion) (LD): I want to
address the issue of the mis-selling of interest rate
swaps by commercial banks and to ask in particular
why tailored business loans—or fixed-rate loans with
embedded or hidden swaps—are not included in the
Financial Services Authority’s review. This issue took
up a whole Back-Bench debate last June and I know
that we will return to it.

The pilots of the FSA’s review into interest rate swaps
revealed evidence that up to 90% of products had been
mis-sold by commercial banks, but the question is: why
is the review not looking at TBLs? Many businesses in
my constituency and, I would hazard a guess, across the
whole country are affected by them. We need a review
of those products if our constituents and business
people are to have any chance of redress.

TBLs are remarkably similar to other interest rate
swap products: they involve exorbitant exit fees for the
businesses concerned, profits are booked immediately
to the banks and there are huge incentives to sell them
to customers. When the all-party group on interest rate
swap mis-selling, ably chaired by the hon. Member for
Aberconwy (Guto Bebb), met last December, Clive
Adamson of the FSA told us:

“If there is no understanding of break costs given to the
customer and if there was a poor disclosure of exit cost, then it
was highly likely that there was a mis-sale”.

Yet on the grounds of a mere technicality, TBLs, which
are fixed-rate loans, will not be included in the FSA
review. That is unjust nonsense.

I can best illustrate that point by referring to two
businesses in Aberystwyth in my Ceredigion constituency.
First, Huw and Jackie Roberts of Minhafan Estates
Property Development took out a £750,000 quaintly
named vanilla swap over 10 years, which Barclays bank
referred to as a “simple swap”. The breakage clause to
get out of that agreement is £155,000 and their business
is included in the FSA review. Secondly, the Beechey
family who run the Black Lion pub in Aberystwyth
took out a £750,000 fixed-rate loan—a TBL with embedded
swap—over 15 years with Clydesdale and Yorkshire
bank. Their breakage fees are £200,000, but the business
is not included in the review. Both of those businesses
are in the same constituency and suffering severe financial
distress, yet one is in the review and the other is not.
Both were involved in a trade call with an FSA-regulated
derivatives expert when the hedging product was sold.

For 12 years the FSA has worked on the assumption
of a principle-based system of regulation. The results of
January’s pilots found that poor disclosure of break
costs was one of the most significant issues in assessing
compliance. However, banks such as Clydesdale and
Yorkshire are telling customers that they have no legal
or regulatory obligation to inform customers who have
been sold a fixed-rate and that they have no redress
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whatsoever. If a feature is worthy of regulation when it
is contained in one product, why is it not worthy of
regulation when contained and concealed in another?

In Ceredigion there are well over 30 types of the
Clydesdale and Yorkshire fixed-rate loan with hidden
swap, and that is in one community alone. Hotels, pubs,
lucrative shops and farms are being targeted by the
banks. The stories are heartbreaking. These toxic loans
mean that hitherto successful businesses are burdened
with unmanageable interest rates. Owners are unable to
exit the arrangements because of extortionate breakage
penalties of between 20% and 40%.

What about the consequences? Job losses resulting
from trading for four years in a severe economic situation
while locked into an inappropriate product—a product
that has sucked out every surplus the business has
generated, preventing development and the engagement
of staff and precipitating redundancies—are forcing
people in my constituency on to benefits.

The challenge for the Government is to put all pressure
imaginable on the FSA and the successor organisation
to ensure that such embedded products are considered
part of the review, so that the growing number of
business affected have the redress and justice I believe
they deserve. I hope my right hon. Friend the Deputy
Leader of the House answers favourably.

7.5 pm

Bob Blackman (Harrow East) (Con): It is a pleasure
to follow my hon. Friend the Member for Ceredigion
(Mr Williams), with whom I shared a trip to Nigeria
last year, and to participate in the David Amess
Adjournment debate. We heard my hon. Friend’s tour
de force earlier, but I will concentrate on one subject.

I am always pleased to reassure my constituents that
Harrow has one of the lowest crime rates in London. In
fact, we are the second-safest borough in London for
crime. For the past three years, crime has come down
overall. However, I first got involved in dealing with
knife crime when two savage incidents occurred in my
constituency. To my horror, knife crime in Harrow has
increased by 16% in the past two years. The overall
crime figures show a reduction, and we see ourselves as
a low-level borough for crime, including knife crime,
but that increase prompted me to look at the wider
figures in the country as well as in London.

Nationally, the knife crime figures are going in the
right direction—they show that knife crime fell by 15%
in the past three years, with the number of crimes
coming down to around 30,000. However, in London in
the comparable period, knife crime has increased by
15%. London accounts for nearly half of all knife crime
committed in England and Wales, which is a serious
concern.

The Government have seen fit to address that trend in
the new tougher sentencing regime introduced as part
of the Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders
Act 2012, which created the offence of aggravated knife
possession—it is now an offence to threaten or endanger
others with a knife or offensive weapon. The offence
carries an automatic custodial sentence of six months
for over 18s. I was one of a number of MPs who
supported my hon. Friend the Member for Enfield

North (Nick de Bois), who tabled an amendment to
insist on an automatic custodial sentence of four months
for 16 and 17-year-olds.

The offence came into operation only on 3 December
2012, so we are unable fully to judge its effectiveness
yet. However, we can say that this is not the end of the
fight against knife crime, but only the beginning. We
need to look at the recently released figures to know the
trend, particularly the figures on knife possession—if
people do not carry knives in the first place, they will
not commit knife crime. In 2012, nearly a quarter of the
offensive weapon possession offences were committed
by repeat offenders—I would add that they repeated the
same offence. Of 4,000 individuals, 43% escaped a
custodial sentence. Forty-four per cent. of those offenders
had three or more previous convictions, but also escaped
a custodial sentence. Even more gallingly, 5% of repeat
offenders escaped with nothing more than a caution.
Both the rates of reoffending and the sentences show
that something is going wrong.

Across London, 62% of knife crime is accounted for
by personal robberies involving a knife. Knives are used
primarily as a weapon of threat, and in only a small
number of cases is someone injured, but 40% of homicides
in England and Wales involve a knife. That leads to the
utterly wrong view that possession is the least dangerous
aspect of knife crime, and therefore unimportant. We
must address that. An attitude needs to be introduced in
this country by which knife possession is completely
and utterly unacceptable. If we allow repeat offenders
to escape with nothing but a caution, that attitude will
not come about. If we had such an attitude, we would
not allow nearly half of all repeat offenders to escape
prison.

I believe that possession of a knife or offensive weapon
needs to be taken much more seriously, which is why I
call on Ministers to assess whether it would be appropriate
to introduce a two-strikes policy, by which anyone
found in possession of a knife who has a previous
conviction for a knife-related offence should receive an
automatic custodial sentence. That would make it clear,
in the strongest terms, that the Government stand against
knife crime and are prepared to challenge its root
causes.

This is holy week, when Christians celebrate Easter,
Jews commemorate the Passover and the deliverance
from Egypt, and Hindus celebrate Holi. I wish people
of all religions a very happy holy week.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Lindsay Hoyle): I call Sir
Bob Russell, on his birthday.

7.10 pm

Sir Bob Russell (Colchester) (LD): My birthday is on
Sunday.

I draw the House’s attention to what I said in the
pre-Christmas recess debate on 20 December at
columns 1082 to 1085, with reference to the scandalous
financial transactions made by the then leader of Essex
county council, courtesy of the public purse. It is estimated
that, from 2002 to January 2010, he spent nearly £450,000,
an average of £1,000 a week, through credit card payments.
It is ludicrous for anyone to say that those payments
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were for the benefit of the council taxpayers of Essex,
who were paying for his life of Riley, including 62 overseas
visits in five years.

Official documents detail every item of his expenditure,
totalling £287,000, from March 2005 to January 2010.
Records for the previous three years, according to Essex
county council, are not available. I would be surprised if
the council did not have bank statements which would
reveal the total expenditure claimed by the leader of the
council via the credit card the council issued to him
even if the details are not on file. I ended my speech by
saying:

“Only a full independent inquiry into the stewardship of the
council from 2002 to 2010 will serve to draw a line under this most
disgraceful period since Essex county council was established in
1889.”—[Official Report, 20 December 2012; Vol. 555, c. 1085.]

I regret to inform the House that Essex county council
has refused to implement an independent public inquiry.

The Tory leadership is in denial. No amount of
whitewash of county hall will prevent the stains of
financial chicanery from remaining visible for all to see.
Sadly, the situation can now be revealed to be even
worse than I told the House three months ago. Last
week it was revealed that council employees working
directly to the leader of the council were also milking
the system. County council staff, working in what it is
now obvious was a party political manner for the leader
of the council, had their own council-issued credit card
and ran up bills of their own totalling £70,000, which
would appear in every respect to have been for the
benefit of the political career and aspirations of the
council leader rather than for the people of Essex. Let
me give one example.

The leader of the council was accompanied to the
2009 Conservative party conference by council staff.
That in itself is in breach of the local government code
of conduct: council staff should not be engaged in
party political activities. They certainly should not be
attending party conferences, and they should most certainly
not expect the council taxpayers of Essex to pick up the
bill. In this case, it came to £5,080.98. A breakdown
includes not just accommodation and meals but £248 for
wine at a reception. This has so outraged the distinguished
political commentator Mr Simon Heffer that in his
column in the Daily Mail last Saturday he wrote:

“Tory-controlled Essex County Council let its former Leader
off the hook by failing to pursue him over a £286,000 credit card
bill he racked up while flying around the world with cronies and
dining in style.”

That was outrageous enough, considering that the former
council leader was jailed for fiddling his expenses, but it
turns out that the council also paid this crook’s £4,600
Westminster bar bills, and its audit committee has learnt
that his staff claimed £70,000 for trips abroad, hotels,
restaurants and hiring clothes to attend Ascot. I am an
Essex ratepayer and I want to know who sanctioned
this wicked waste of money and what steps will be taken
to reclaim it.

Mr Heffer concluded his article by saying:
“Meanwhile, no-one in Essex should vote Conservative in the

Council elections on May 2.”

As Essex county council refuses to hand over this
financial scandal to an independent investigation, I call
on the Government to do so; otherwise, trust in Essex
county council will remain at a very low level. To my
mind, it is inconceivable that the leader of the council

acted in the way he did—and for so long—without it
being known at the highest level of the council: chief
officers and those councillors closest to the leader must,
surely, have suspected something was not right. Was he
really the only rotten apple in the barrel?

What of the financial line management? Were suspicions
not aroused when details of the credit card were listed?
Where was the council’s internal audit? Did they not
notice, or were they too afraid to raise concerns? I
gather that there was a culture of bullying and intimidation
at county hall, but that, surely, would not have applied
to the external auditors?

The total sum involved tops £500,000. The Government
must step in and order a full independent inquiry into
the financial scandal at Essex county council.

7.14 pm

Jeremy Lefroy (Stafford) (Con): The excellent statement
this morning by my right hon. Friend the Secretary of
State for Health on the Government’s response to the
Francis report on the Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation
Trust shows just how important that inquiry has been
and how the findings will help to change the NHS for
the better for patients. I particularly welcome the emphasis
on zero harm and quality of care, including the proposals
for the training of nurses and for a chief inspector of
hospitals.

The recent Care Quality Commission report on Stafford
hospital was encouraging too—a hospital that failed so
badly has now met the standards expected—and I thank
the retiring chief executive Lynn Hill-Tout, staff, governors
and board for all that they have done. Yet, just at the
moment when the people of Stafford should be emerging
from a decade or more of pain and uncertainty, we are
faced with another huge challenge. The report to Monitor
by the contingency planning team, published at the
beginning of this month, recommended the removal of
most emergency, acute, maternity and possibly even
elective services from the Mid Staffordshire Trust which
runs Stafford and Cannock hospitals.

This puzzles me. Emergency and acute admissions to
hospitals in the west midlands are rising sharply and
departments are at full stretch. Just last month—
February—West Midlands ambulance service reported
delays to its vehicles of more than 30 minutes on more
than 1,000 occasions at the University Hospital of
North Staffordshire. That is not a criticism of that
hospital, just a reflection of demand. The proposal,
however, is to remove a substantial amount of that
capacity, which is already stretched: 300 acute beds at
Stafford, in addition to the 250 that have already been
lost at UHNS as a result of the new, smaller PFI
hospital. In fact, at least 60 have had to be reopened at
the old site, as demand is so great.

The reason given for this is, as always, that if we move
care out of hospitals and into the community, the
demand for emergency and acute admissions will fall.
That is only half the truth. It will fall, but only from the
much higher levels it would have reached. Moving care
into the community will stop the need to provide much
more extra emergency and acute capacity, but it will not
allow for substantial reductions in that capacity. This is
the flawed assumption under which NHS leaders seem
to be working.
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There is a squeeze on emergency and acute tariffs
that started under the previous Government. I have
raised this issue before and I will continue to do so,
because unless it is addressed it will eventually result in
dangerously low levels of emergency and acute cover in
parts of the UK. It cannot be sensible for trusts that
deal in elective work to pile up surpluses while many
acute trusts, on which we all depend, struggle to cope
with mounting deficits.

It would be nice to believe that all hospital admissions
could be elective—that all work could be programmed
to fit into an ordered day—but life is not like that,
especially when we have large numbers of people living
longer, which I welcome, and then becoming ill suddenly
with acute, complex conditions. That is why I firmly
believe, as do most of my constituents, that acute district
general hospitals have an important role to play. Indeed,
if they did not exist, we would probably decide to create
them, precisely because they are the best place for the
initial treatment of the elderly with complex, acute
conditions, who could be close to home and to their
loved ones.

We do of course need to learn the lesson of Mid
Staffordshire and other places. Such district general
hospitals are usually too small to sustain many of the
specialist rotas that are needed, but the solution is not,
as is proposed for Stafford, to cram all serious emergency
and acute cases into already overstretched neighbours;
it is to work closely with those neighbouring trusts—even
become part of them—and thus enable clinicians to
work across neighbouring sites. This solution has the
merit of combining the benefits of scale with providing
care close to patients.

I met Monitor two weeks ago, and I welcome the
assurance I was given by the chief executive, Dr David
Bennett, that the trust special administrator, shortly to
be appointed, will consider options other than those
recommended, which are wholly inadequate. Monitor
has the chance to show how smaller, acute general
hospitals can not only survive but prosper under the
wing of a larger trust. If it does that, it will have done
the NHS and our country a great service.

7.19 pm

Mark Pawsey (Rugby) (Con): It is a pleasure to
follow my hon. Friend the Member for Stafford (Jeremy
Lefroy), who speaks with such authority on health
matters in his constituency.

Having set up and run a business for 25 years before
entering this place, I am always keen to meet businesses
in my constituency. Some 18 months ago I arranged to
meet a retailer with a new business called Smoke No
Smoke, run by the very entrepreneurial Jim Lacey. The
business sells e-cigarettes. On my visit I learnt about the
product. Its customers are often people seeking to give
up smoking, who have come to include a member of my
staff. It was through his contacts and visits to the shop
that I became aware of a potential EU directive that is a
particular concern to the sector. The directive could
bring the business to an end and affect many people
who are trying to stop smoking.

Most smokers know that smoking is bad for their
health. Many have wanted to quit, but quit rates are
extremely low, with only 3% to 5% of people trying to

quit managing to do so. Many have turned to e-cigarettes
as a substitute. E-cigarettes consist of an electronic
inhaler that vaporises a liquid into an aerosol mist,
simulating the act of tobacco smoking. E-cigarettes are
the same size and shape as cigarettes. They are held in
the same way and treated as cigarettes. The difference is
that while cigarette smokers smoke for the nicotine but
die from the tars and gases released by the burning of
tobacco, e-cigarettes deliver nicotine in an aerosol form
but, crucially, without the hazards that accompany
tobacco smoking. There are, of course, other ways of
getting nicotine, such as patches, gum and lozenges, and
nicotine is not harmless. However, Action on Smoking
and Health states that there is little real-world evidence
of harm from e-cigarettes. There are some trace toxicants
present, but at a much lower level than in cigarettes.

A recent article in The Economist sums up the position
very well:

“People smoke because they value the pleasure they get from
nicotine in tobacco over the long-term certainty that their health
will be damaged. So it seems rational to welcome a device that
separates the dangerous part of smoking (the tar, carbon monoxide
and smoke…) from the nicotine. And that is what an e-cigarette
does.”

The article finishes by asking rhetorically, “Who could
object?” It seems the EU can object, because it is
introducing a draft tobacco products directive, which
proposes to regulate non-tobacco nicotine-containing
products, including e-cigarettes, by classifying the vast
majority of these products as medicines. Every product
with more than 4 mg of nicotine per millilitre would
have to be reclassified. E-cigarettes come in a range of
concentrations, from zero—that is, nicotine-free—up to
48 mg per ml, with the average user choosing about
18 mg per ml. Choosing 4 mg per ml would mean a de
facto ban on such products. E-cigarettes are not medicines;
they are recreational nicotine products.

However, I do not want Members present or the
Government to take my word for it about the benefits of
this product. Let us take my constituent, Mr Preston.
He and his wife started using e-cigarettes 12 months
ago. Previously he smoked 30 a day and his wife smoked
20 a day. They had tried all cessation methods available
on the market, none of which worked. Since starting to
use e-cigarettes, neither has smoked a conventional
cigarette. Mr Preston estimates they have saved up to
£400 a month alone. He is 65 years old and tells me that
he now wakes up each morning without a heavy chest
and an immediate cough. He describes it as
“no longer waking up with that ‘bottom of the birdcage’ feeling”.

Another user said:
“After 32 years of being a smoker I love my e-cigarette and

never want to try having a cigarette again! Am on day 50 now, the
longest I’ve ever managed”.

Although I am not proclaiming that e-cigarettes are a
positively healthy alternative to conventional smoking,
I believe that the removal of the hazardous tar from
cigarettes, while still providing the nicotine that smokers
look for, means the product should be studied closely
and be saved from the forthcoming EU directive.

7.23 pm

John Hemming (Birmingham, Yardley) (LD): I refer
the House to my declaration of interest as the chairman
of the Justice for Families campaign.
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I remain concerned about cases in all the secret
courts in the UK. The more secret the court, the more
the system acts against the rule of law. Narrow freedoms
of speech are at least as important as broad access to
publicity—reporting wrongdoing to regulators and asking
for advice are important narrow freedoms. Without
academic scrutiny, nonsense can be spouted and experts
can lie for money with impunity.

Care proceedings are an area of difficulty. I remain of
the view that around 1,000 children a year are wrongly
forcibly adopted in the UK. Gradually, I am getting
more Government support in this area—sadly, still not
from the UK Government. Last week I spoke at the
Polish embassy, at a conference about care proceedings.
Concerns have now also been raised by Nigeria, the
Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Latvia, Zimbabwe, Sri Lanka,
Spain and Turkey.

For the avoidance of doubt, my concern is that a
material proportion of care proceedings go way beyond
being plainly wrong and hit the threshold of “totally
nuts”. I must stress, however, that I see the appointment
of Sir James Mumby as president of the family division
as a positive step. I also welcome judgments such as
[2013] EWHC 521 (Fam) of Mostyn J.

When the right hon. Member for Kirkcaldy and
Cowdenbeath (Mr Brown) apologised to the children
who were forcibly sent to the Commonwealth, I asked
what confidence he had that such an apology would not
be issued in the future for what we are doing today. His
response was to ask me to send details of individual
cases. I have, of course, sent many individual cases to
UK Ministers. The standard response is “It’s nothing to
do with us, guv”. The fact is that, according to our
constitution, the UK Government must publicly accept
judicial decisions, although in practice they often criticise
them—except in the family division.

More recently, Australia has apologised for forced
adoption. The question was put by Florence Bellone to
Professor Eileen Munro about whether in the future we
may see an apology in the UK. Her response was:

“I would not be surprised if a future generation looks back
and thinks how horrific the quality of our work was and the
damage that we did to families.”

What we have developed—this is mainly through a
mathematical error in the use of the number of children
in care for the denominator of the adoption target—is a
care system that is obsessed with adoption. It is so
obsessed with adoption that it does things that objectively
have to seen to be irrational. I will not go into the
details of Angela Wileman’s case, as I have referred to it
before and I do not have time. I was pleased to hear that
the arrest warrant was removed from Susan McCabe,
the daughter of Councillor Janet Mockridge, who has
been living in France with her two children for over five
years. The attempts to remove her son for adoption in
England, whilst leaving her daughter, gave the message
of a system more concerned about winning than about
the best interests of the child.

In another recent case, I read a note about the effect
of the proposal for a child to be adopted out of her
family. The report said:

“Since being told about the adoption, A’s mood has changed,
she is clearly concerned and upset by this move, which perhaps is
to be expected. However, she has nightmares most nights and is
not getting adequate sleep, two weekends ago she vomited 5 times
in one night.”

This case is not unique. There are even international
cases where the system has taken children from people
visiting the UK and refused to give them back, even
though the system clearly does not have jurisdiction.
That is damaging to the children, and I am prevented by
the sub judice rule from giving more information here.

The international cases are particularly interesting as
the assessments in England can be compared against
assessments from professionals in other countries.
Professionals in other countries wonder why such strange
things are done—things that cause serious psychological
damage to children in the UK. Working with Slovak
politicians, I have managed to establish an inquiry by
the Human Rights Commissioner in the Council of
Europe. However, it remains the case that a problem
that arises basically in secret courts is constitutionally
difficult to fix, because it needs scrutiny to fix it. There
is an additional challenge in that the people affected
who are UK citizens are generally poorer people and
less articulate. Hence, although stories about people
who are foreign citizens maltreated in the UK get
substantial coverage in the foreign media, there are only
a few journalists such as Sue Reid, Christopher Booker
and Ted Jeory who are willing to report on these cases.
The speech of Denise Robertson, “This Morning’s”
agony aunt, at the justice for families conference in
Birmingham last December should be broadcast on TV
to explain the truth.

What we actually have is a failure of democracy. In
the same way as the cover-up over Hillsborough and the
failures at the Mid Staffordshire hospital, we have a
system that is going wrong in a large number of cases
and maltreating families. In maltreating families, it is
maltreating the children and the adults. It is reasonably
well known that this is going on. However, the Government
deny it. The inquiries that occur in Parliament do not
look at the individual cases. Without looking at the
individual cases, we cannot see the things that are going
wrong. Inquiries such as the family justice review are
dominated by the people who run the system, and hence
are unlikely to recognise the failures of the system.

I put forward proposals in my private Member’s Bill,
but it was squeezed out by the Government, who have
still not explained why in detail. I have had a conversation
with the Minister with responsibility for children, but I
have no hopes from that. I have very little time left. I
would like to give a much fuller speech, as a lot more
needs to be said, but I will end by saying Happy Easter.

7.28 pm

Justin Tomlinson (North Swindon) (Con): I rise to
talk about the work I have been doing to try to encourage
more people to take up being young entrepreneurs.
When I went to university, I was one of 350 students at
Oxford Brookes university studying business, but I was
the only one who went on to set up my own business.
With entrepreneurial flair, risk-taking and perhaps a
touch of madness being drummed out of everybody
else as they went on to their very successful corporate
careers, I went off to set up my own business.

When I visit local schools and colleges and talk
predominantly to business students asking whether
they would consider setting up their own business,
all their hands go up, probably inspired by TV programmes
such as “The Apprentice” and “Dragon’s Den”,
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which generate lots of excitement. I then ask, “How
many of you will actually set up your own business?”
Suddenly the hands go down and tumbleweed floats
past. I ask them why. I would normally expect them to
say that the reason is access to finance, but it is not
that—it is simply that they do not know how to do it.
They are looking for mentors, opportunities and a set
career path. If someone is applying to go to university,
they fill in the UCAS forms and secure their grades. If
they are applying for an apprenticeship or a job in the
local economy, they send in their CV, yet there is not
such clear guidance on setting up one’s own business.

To deal with that issue, I, one of the chief fundraisers
at Prospect hospice, Amy Falconer, and Andrew Paterson,
a lecturer at one of my local colleges, Swindon college,
allocated £10 to seven teams and set them the task of
trading at Blunsdon market. It is a challenging trading
environment; an indoor market that is not at capacity
and has limited footfall. I secured mentors from Smiths
News, Nouble Furniture, Asda and Barclays to come
along to support those teams to formulate ideas and to
choose the products and services that they would offer.

We made sure that the teams understood that their
stall would be simply a wooden trestle table that would
need dressing up, but that, if they spent too much
money dressing it up, they would not make any money.
They needed to promote themselves. They competed
against existing traders and the other teams. They also
looked at promotion to ensure that they did not rely just
on the footfall, on what turned out to be an exceptionally
cold and wet Wednesday in the market, and got friends
and family along. They also were told that they would
have to stand on their feet all day, that being in retail is a
real challenge, that customers would haggle and that
they would have to do mental arithmetic and ensure
that they had sufficient change.

When we got to the market, the seven teams set up.
All seven managed to trade extremely well and to make
a profit. In fact, the teams managed to raise £838.70 for
the hospice. On a very quiet and cold day, that was an
incredibly impressive performance. At last Friday’s
presentation event, I saw how much they had changed
from when they first decided to take up the challenge.

I want to highlight two of the teams. Art Creations
focused on providing henna tattoos. My mother, who is
a 72-year-old councillor, and my wife were covered with
henna tattoos after visiting that stand. Art Creations
managed to make over £100. The Double Trouble team
was run by Jessica and Kay, who set up a 1950s cake
stall. They were dressed in 1950s clothing. They sold
hand-made bags and all the cakes were home-made.
There was 1950s music playing. They gave incredible
customer service. That team got over £100 as well.

The key point for those two teams is that they have
been invited to return to Blunsdon market in the summer
holidays. Those students are all sixth formers considering
their career options. They can come back for six weeks
to see whether their ideas can work beyond a day and
whether they can work for themselves. They will be
working with Forward Swindon and In Swindon, two
of the organisations charged with re-energising our
town centre using Government money to boost the high
street. Those teams have both been offered opportunities
to take advantage of the provision for pop-up shops;

they will probably be the first teams to benefit from
that. All things being equal and working in the real
commercial world, they will have the opportunity to
consider that as a career. That career path has been laid
out for them.

With all these students, if they step up, volunteer and
succeed, I will do all I can to get the mentors in place to
support them. We all have the opportunity to support
keen, young and enthusiastic people. They will be the
next generation of wealth creators providing employment.
We MPs will, I am sure, be queuing up to cut the ribbon
and taste the fantastic cakes that they will have at their
opening ceremony.

7.33 pm

Iain Stewart (Milton Keynes South) (Con): I am
grateful for the opportunity to raise the issue of accident
and emergency provision at Milton Keynes hospital,
which serves my constituents and indeed some of your
constituents, Mr Speaker. The Lord Commissioner of
Her Majesty’s Treasury, my hon. Friend the Member
for Milton Keynes North (Mark Lancaster), and I have
joined forces with one of our excellent local newspapers,
the Milton Keynes Citizen, to campaign for a new A and
E centre.

The issue is simply one of space. Our hospital was
built in the early 1980s and the A and E department was
designed for approximately 20,000 patients a year. With
population growth and other increases in A and E
usage, it is now dealing with well over three times that
number each year, and very soon it will reach four times
that number.

At this point, I would like to put on the record my
deep appreciation of and admiration for the many
dedicated staff at the hospital. Although there are certainly
long-standing problems in parts of the NHS that have
rightly been highlighted and addressed, not least by my
hon. Friend the Member for Stafford (Jeremy Lefroy), it
is too easy to overlook the fact that the vast majority of
NHS staff do an excellent job and deeply care for their
patients. That is certainly what I have found on visiting
Milton Keynes hospital.

However, given an existing population of some 250,000,
the accident and emergency centre is already too small.
With more than 20,000 housing permissions in place
locally over the next 10 years or so and in the light of
demographic changes, we will have a larger elderly
population and there will be a constant upward demand
on A and E services.

It is also pertinent to mention that the hospital site
includes an urgent care centre, opened as part of the
Darzi plans a few years ago. Although it was set up with
the very best of intentions, far from reducing demand
on the A and E department, it has led to an increase
because, understandably, people can become confused
about where best to go for treatment.

The emergency care intensive support team recently
reviewed the A and E centre and recommended that the
NHS trust should seek capital support for what it calls a
“common front door” provision. I am happy to report
that all the relevant local stakeholders have developed
plans for a single-point-of-access system in which those
who need the full A and E treatment get it and those
with less serious ailments get proper and timely treatment
without being pushed from pillar to post.
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The campaign that my hon. Friend the Member for
Milton Keynes North and I have launched has received
strong local backing. Milton Keynes council recently
unanimously backed it, and there is a large and growing
number of signatories to the petition that has been
launched.

I fully appreciate that it is not within the gift of the
Deputy Leader of the House to write out a cheque for
the new centre, but I hope he will relay the points that I
have made to his colleagues in the Department of
Health and that my contribution today has underlined
the importance of this bid. It is now for the hospital to
submit its detailed bid in the usual way, and I hope it
receives a favourable and timely response.

7.37 pm

Simon Hughes (Bermondsey and Old Southwark)
(LD): Thirty years ago this month, I made my maiden
speech. I want to make two brief introductory points,
and then spend a couple of minutes on the subject on
the Order Paper.

First, I want to say thank you to all the people who,
for all the time that we have all been here, have looked
after us so well in this place: not only the staff employed
by the Palace, but the staff who work for us, without
whom we could not do our job. If that is not enough
and if Members have nothing better to do when the
debate finishes, we are celebrating my having been here
30 years, and everyone is very welcome to come to the
Attlee Suite for a drink. We are there until 9 o’clock. I
want to couple with that a thanks to my head of office,
George Turner, who is retiring and going to other
things, having seen through the last general election and
the first half of this Parliament. I am very grateful to
him for his work.

Secondly, I was prompted to say something on a
subject that has nothing to do with the main one: the
Revenue and Customs consultation on whether tax
offices should be closed or a face-to-face service should
continue. I just want to make a very simple point. Many
of us can use the internet and e-mail, but many
constituents—not just the elderly—sometimes need to
talk to somebody. I make a plea that the Government
understand that, whether with careers, benefits or tax
advice, doing it on the phone or via the internet is not
always the answer. We must make sure that we keep
face-to-face provision.

The substantive issue I want to address is the Thames
tunnel proposed by Thames Water to deal with London’s
sewage. I have been campaigning to clean up the Thames
all my political life. Our sewers are overflowing. The
wonderful Victorian sewer system cannot cope with the
vast size of London and the now increasingly intermittent
and heavy rain. As colleagues will know, every time it
rains, water pours through the drains and gutters and
floods the sewers, which overflow into the Thames.
Some 83 million cubic metres of storm water, mixed
with raw sewage—a horrible figure—went into the Thames
last year. That hardly bears thinking about. The European
Community has taken action. It is prosecuting the UK
for failing to meet the terms of our waste water directive.
I, like all other colleagues with riverside constituencies
or in the Thames Water catchment area, have therefore
questioned what the solution is.

The current solution is to pour millions of tonnes of
concrete into building a super-sewer through the Thames
to intercept the outflows from the sewerage system.
That will be very expensive, costing an average of £80 a
year for all of Thames Water’s household customers,
and it will be hugely disruptive. In my constituency, for
example, one site might be worked on for up to seven
years. In addition, this solution deals with only one
problem. It will efficiently keep sewage out of the
Thames, but it will do nothing else.

Other countries across the world are doing things
differently now. Places such as Detroit and Philadelphia
and places in Europe started to think about building
tunnels but have realised that greener alternatives may
be better. Instead of building a big tunnel, Philadelphia
now has small interventions: much more porous surfaces
on roads, drives and car parks; and smaller sewage
collection tanks across the city, rather than in a central
place. People in those places believe that what they call
a blue-green solution is a better solution and it allows
parks to flourish, with the transformation of the city
into a wholly greener environment. Such a solution also
produces many more jobs at the lower skill levels more
quickly than one big tunnel project does. Philadelphia
and London may not be the same, but Greater Philadelphia
has a huge population, just as London does.

I have had helpful engagement with colleagues from
the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
and the Treasury and with the Minister for Government
Policy. My plea to the Government is that we look at the
blue-green experiences elsewhere. We should look at
what has happened in Philadelphia and other cities. It is
not too late to have an alternative to a super-sewer
down the middle of the Thames. I hope that we can
pursue an alternative. I hope that the Deputy Leader of
the House will relay back to Ministers that that is very
much supported by the community and that the Thames
tunnel can be replaced by a greener, more sustainable
and more cost-effective solution. Happy Easter to you,
Mr Speaker, and do not forget the drink later, if you are
thirsty.

Mr Speaker: We will not, and your good wishes are
reciprocated, Mr Hughes. Thank you.

7.41 pm

Penny Mordaunt (Portsmouth North) (Con): This
year we have an early Easter, though not so early,
perhaps, that we needed to provision ourselves with
chocolate eggs as soon as the Christmas decorations
were down at Epiphany. As some supermarkets seem to
have substituted Easter eggs, fluffy chicks and chocolate
bunnies for tinsel and crackers at cock crow on 7 January,
the animals of spring have been a common sight in our
supermarkets for some time. But even though the weather
continues to be distinctly wintery, there is no reason to
give the real egg layers the cold shoulder.

The cause of hen and cock welfare is one raised with
me by many constituents, particularly with regard to
beak trimming and battery cages. Although inhumane
battery cages were banned at the start of last year, and
even though we are assured by Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Ministers that
beak trimming will be banned in 2016, hen welfare is
not a done deal, and we on the green Benches should
take a keen interest, both for the sake of animal welfare
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and because our constituents increasingly expect to eat
food that either was or is from an animal that was
treated well.

At one time, consumers would not deign to notice
what, if anything, was said about welfare on food
packaging. Now, thanks in no small part to the efforts
of well-known TV chefs, we want to know from where
our food has come. Indeed, the term “higher welfare”
has even found its way into the ingredients list of the
king of school dinners, Jamie Oliver, and there is
undoubtedly a culture in which it is considered poor
form to offer for sale food that is lower welfare. In a
January 2010 survey, twice as many people as in 2006
said that animal welfare informed their shopping choices—
that made 19%, and I am sure that the figure would be
higher today.

The previous Prime Minister’s GOAT—his Government
of all the talents—might have been a tur laid to rest by
the British people, but that was either the exception that
proves the rule on our love of animals or an act of
mercy that confirms it. It should be the proud boast of
British farmers that no land does more to ensure the
welfare of its animals, and the success of the ban on
inhumane cages in this country is a case in point. There
was concern that increased prices would lead to a drop
in demand for eggs, but the reverse was true and the
British consumer bought 5% more eggs in 2012 than
in 2011.

Concern for welfare does not stop at the good treatment
of hens during their working lives, and the British Hen
Welfare Trust should be cock-a-hoop about its successful
record since 2005 of re-homing 360,000 laying hens of
pensionable age that were otherwise destined for slaughter.
The British public should be applauded for their adoption
of so many of those creatures, and those acts of mercy
will, I am sure, continue.

Keeping hens is somewhat in vogue at the moment,
despite the prospect of heartache. Many a hen keeper
will be prepared for the early morning discovery of
scattered feathers and an empty coup, but how many
are ready for the emotional business of dispatching
unwanted chicks? In “The Good Life” idyll one imagines
several hens and a single proud cockerel, but one strutting
coxcomb will lead to many chicks and what is to become
of the male contingent with not a layer among them? I
encourage people to consider homes for hens, but to
think carefully about a coop for a cockerel.

Despite the positive step of banning battery cages,
many British consumers might be surprised that 17 million
hens are still housed in cages, albeit of an enriched
variety. These birds provide the eggs that are sold as a
constituent part of another product and then, despite
the efforts of the British Hen Welfare Trust, sold for the
table. The Government should consider the value of
labels that would show the origins of eggs when used as
an ingredient and when a chicken is an end-of-lay bird
as a means of promoting high welfare standards. I also
entreat the Government to stick to their plan to hold a
thorough investigation into beak trimming in 2015.
When we eventually head into spring, let us have no
cock-ups on hen welfare.

7.45 pm

The Deputy Leader of the House of Commons (Tom
Brake): Given the time I have left, I shall have to set out
some rules at the beginning of my speech. One will be
that I will not take any interventions and the other will
be that I will have to do my delivery in the style of the
hon. Member for Southend West (Mr Amess) if I am to
refer to all the contributions made this evening.

I congratulate those Members who are still in the
Chamber on their dedication and commitment to today’s
penultimate debate and I hope that they will not be
punished by not being able to get home again if the
weather is inclement. I also understand that some Members,
for obvious reasons, have had to depart early and I shall
still try to refer to their speeches. I am particularly
grateful for the attendance of the hon. Members for
Worsley and Eccles South (Barbara Keeley) and for
Congleton (Fiona Bruce) on their birthdays.

The hon. Member for Colne Valley (Jason McCartney)
rightly laid into the doom-mongers with some relish.
Times are tough, but he set out some of the success
stories in his constituency, particularly on apprenticeships,
where there has been dramatic growth. I am pleased to
say that in the past couple of weeks I have hired my own
first apprentice in my office and he is already making a
very positive contribution.

The hon. Member for Walsall South (Valerie Vaz)
referred to the case of a constituent, Mrs Brenda Pressdee,
and I commend the hon. Lady for her assiduous research
on that case. I am sure that the relevant Ministers will
have heard her request for a meeting on the matter and
that they will want to respond positively. She also
referred to a national issue, marine conservation zones.
She expressed concerns about the cost of a further
consultation and I am sure that the Government will
want to manage those costs effectively.

The hon. Member for Salisbury (John Glen) underlined
one of the strengths of such debates and this Parliament,
which is our ability to raise issues of an international
nature. He wanted to generate publicity about the trial
of former President Nasheed and I can confirm for his
benefit—although I am sure that he is aware of it—that
our Government have been consistent in saying that the
international community will not find it tenable if the
former president is excluded from the elections in the
Maldives.

The hon. Member for Bolton South East (Yasmin
Qureshi) mentioned the Srebrenica genocide, which all
Members will remember. It was the biggest war crime in
Europe since the second world war. The Government
recognise that genocide through events such as Holocaust
memorial day and we are working with the Srebrenica
genocide memorial and educational project to see other
ways in which we can mark that anniversary.

My hon. Friend the Member for St Austell and
Newquay (Stephen Gilbert) referred to the controversy
surrounding an incinerator or energy recovery facility. I
can confirm that I am aware of the controversies
surrounding such plants, because there is a proposal for
one in Beddington in my constituency. He stressed the
importance of ensuring that it provides decent value for
money, which is the last issue he wants to pursue,
because all the planning processes have been completed.
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The hon. Member for Harrow West (Mr Thomas)
talked about his desire to see work proceed on rebuilding
Marlborough and Vaughan primary schools. He will be
pleased to hear that there is no delay. He asked me to
ensure that Ministers chase up the Education Funding
Agency, and I am happy to pass that on so that he gets a
prompt response. He also referred to problems relating
to London Welsh, and I am sure that the Department
for Culture, Media and Sport will have listened carefully
to what he said. He highlighted some inconsistencies in
the penalties issued by the Rugby Football Union, but I
do not think that is something I can pursue as Deputy
Leader of the House. I am sure that is something he will
want to do, and he has put that on the record.

We then heard a contribution from my hon. Friend
the Member for Witham (Priti Patel), who stated that
Essex is the county of entrepreneurs—I am sure that is
also true of many other counties—and made a couple
of specific points about Her Majesty’s Revenue and
Customers and a constituent, Mr Wright. I am sure that
HMRC has public relations people who follow these
debates closely and that they will want to pick up on
that point and, I hope, respond positively to her concerns.
She also referred to some unhappiness about the way in
which the Valuation Office Agency works and the need
for more flexibility on business rates, particularly how
high levels of business rates affect strong and emerging
businesses in her constituency.

The hon. Member for Bradford West (George Galloway)
talked about the If campaign, which I am sure many
Members on both sides of the House will want to
support. That gives me an opportunity to underline the
fact that the Government are delivering on the commitment
to devoting 0.7% of gross national income on aid,
which I think we should all be proud of. It was started
by the previous Government and finished by this one.
He also expressed concern about the difference in the
way children from families with parents who are in
work and those from families with parents who are not
in work are dealt with in respect of free school meals. I
am sure that is something the Department for Education,
which has responsibility for free school meals, might
want to respond to.

My hon. Friend the Member for Peterborough
(Mr Jackson) raised a variety of issues—another Member
referred to it as a “kaleidoscope of issues”—and it
would be difficult to respond to them all. He referred to
the plight of Christians, particularly in countries such
as Pakistan; the importance of recognising the need to
support Tourette’s sufferers, through the Department
for Education, and in schools and in health care; and
the importance of fortifying foods with folic acid, and
the charity in his constituency, Shine, which works on
that issue. I have noted his concerns about equal marriage,
but I am pleased that the Government are pursuing it.
He talked about the important role the voluntary sector
is playing in relation to the Peterborough cathedral
appeal. He also mentioned the Sue Ryder hospice and
the generosity of his city. I am sure that his city and its
people are very generous and that we all want to recognise
that.

We then heard a contribution from the hon. Member
for East Lothian (Fiona O’Donnell) on the Cockenzie
power station. She said that today might feel like groundhog
dog. She will no doubt know that the groundhog is
being sued at the moment. In fact, they are seeking the

death penalty for the groundhog in America because he
has failed to predict the beginning of spring accurately.
She focused on the need for investment. Clearly, the
decision on whether to invest in a new combined cycle
gas turbine at Cockenzie is very much a commercial
matter for ScottishPower, but I am sure that the Government
would welcome that investment and the jobs and energy
that would be created if and when the development goes
ahead.

The hon. Member for Gloucester (Richard Graham)
said that the UK has thrived on immigration but not on
foreign criminals, and I certainly agree with that sentiment.
He made a concrete suggestion—I am sure that the
Ministry of Justice will want to respond to it—about an
amendment to the UK Borders Act 2007 that he thinks
could address the issue of the deportation of foreign
nationals who have served a prison sentence. I am sure
that he will secure a response as a result of his speech.

The hon. Member for Worsley and Eccles South
(Barbara Keeley), whose birthday I mentioned earlier,
talked about sport and fitness for women and girls. She
is right to raise that issue, and I commend her for doing
so. We need more women and girls in sport, and the
well-being that can be derived from that is considerable.
She asked for responses to some specific questions, and
I will follow those up. The hon. Member for Congleton
(Fiona Bruce) talked about her local bypass and its
importance in bringing industrial regeneration, particularly
around Radnor Park business park in Congleton, and
the possibility of investment in the aerospace industry.

We then heard from the hon. Member for Dunfermline
and West Fife (Thomas Docherty). I am sorry to hear
about Dunfermline Athletic football club. I am sure
that Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs and Her
Majesty’s Treasury will want to look on that situation
favourably and assist as much as they can. He also
talked about Royal Navy personnel in Scotland. I can
confirm that there will be a rise in the number of Navy
personnel in Fife supporting the Queen Elizabeth-class
build, peaking at about 750 personnel. I hope that he
welcomes that.

The hon. Member for Southend West (Mr Amess)
raised a very large number of issues, which are all
noted. I am sure that the 20 Departments he mentioned
will want to respond promptly.

The hon. Member for Strangford (Jim Shannon)
discussed Ulster Scots culture. I am pleased that he did,
because one always learns something in these debates,
and that was something new. I think he claimed that no
fewer than 12 US Presidents had Ulster Scots heritage,
and I am sure that that is entirely accurate.

My hon. Friend the Member for Ceredigion
(Mr Williams) spoke about interest rate swaps, which I
am sure that many Members are concerned about. He
made a specific request about tailored business loans
that I will follow up. The hon. Member for Harrow East
(Bob Blackman) raised the issue of knife crime, which
the Government are clearly committed to addressing.
He made a specific proposal on a two-strikes policy that
the MOJ may want to follow up.

The speech by my hon. Friend the Member for Colchester
(Sir Bob Russell) was again a bit like groundhog day as
regards Essex county council. He raised the expenses
scandal, which he likes to mention in this place and I
know he will pursue again and again.
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We then heard about Mid Staffs, and I am pleased
that we had had a detailed statement on that earlier. I
have much sympathy with the concerns expressed about
the future of the specialist accident and emergency
services. That issue affects my local hospital, St Helier
hospital, which is at risk in the same way.

The hon. Member for Rugby (Mark Pawsey) talked
about electronic cigarettes. He will be pleased to know
that the Medicines and Healthcare products Regulatory
Agency has conducted research into this that will feed
into the Government’s position on the European
Commission’s proposals, to which he referred. My hon.
Friend the Member for Birmingham, Yardley (John
Hemming) pursued, as he does—I am sure that he will
do so relentlessly—the issue of secret courts in relation
to family justice.

The hon. Member for North Swindon (Justin Tomlinson)
spoke about the apprentice scheme in his constituency. I
commend him for that and hope that the young people
he is working with will go on to make very successful
business people in future. The hon. Member for Milton
Keynes South (Iain Stewart) referred to concerns about
his local A and E department.

I am afraid that I am running out of time and will not
be able to complete my speech, but I commend the
contribution of my right hon. Friend the Member for
Bermondsey and Old Southwark (Simon Hughes) and
that of my hon. Friend the Member for Portsmouth
North (Penny Mordaunt), who managed to talk seriously
about hen welfare, but managed to make many references
to eggs.

I conclude by wishing a happy Easter to you, Mr Speaker,
and the staff of the House, including the Serjeant at
Arms and his officers, Hansard, and José and Fedel in
the gift shop. It is not eggs that I will be sharing this
evening with staff in the Office of the Leader of the
House, but liquid refreshment—

8 pm
Motion lapsed (Standing Order No. 15(5)(a) and

Order this day).

Thomas Docherty (Dunfermline and West Fife) (Lab):
On a point of order, Mr Speaker. I seek your guidance

in your role as custodian of good debate. Is there a way
in which the House could congratulate Richard and
Jane Quirk, who are leaving the House service after
approaching 30 years of public service?

Mr Speaker: The hon. Gentleman does not really
need my guidance. He is too self-effacing. He has found
his own salvation and a very proper means by which to
pay tribute to two long-serving, distinguished and greatly
appreciated servants of the House, who are indeed
retiring today. That retirement has already been marked
by a reception in Speaker’s House and has now been
marked by the hon. Gentleman’s pithy and apposite
point of order. I think that the whole House will thank
them and wish them long and happy retirements.

Business without Debate

E-TABLING OF WRITTEN QUESTIONS
Resolved,
That this House approves the recommendations relating to

written parliamentary questions contained in paragraphs 19 and
20 of the Third Report of the Procedure Committee, on E-tabling
of parliamentary questions for written answer, HC 775.—(Nicky
Morgan.)

PETITION

Cemetery at Aldridge Road, Walsall

8.1 pm

Valerie Vaz (Walsall South) (Lab): The petition is
from Residents Against Cemetery. A petition in similar
terms has been signed by 943 people. The petition
states:

The Petition of Residents Against Cemetery,
Declares that the Petitioners are against the granting of planning

for a cemetery at Aldridge Road, Walsall.
The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons

urges the Government to take all possible steps to encourage
Walsall Metropolitan Borough Council to consider the objections
of local residents.

And the Petitioners remain, etc. [P001171]
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Energy Infrastructure (UK Supply Chain)
Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House

do now adjourn.—(Nicky Morgan.)

8.2 pm

Peter Aldous (Waveney) (Con): I am pleased to have
secured this debate. Its purpose is to highlight the
job-creating opportunities associated with renewing the
UK’s energy infrastructure, the considerable potential
that that offers to generate economic growth, the concern
that we may not be making the most of the opportunity,
and what can be done to ensure that we do.

At the outset, I should draw attention to the Register
of Members’ Financial Interests because I have an
interest in family farms where renewable energy projects
are being pursued. However, this evening I shall largely
concentrate not on land but on the offshore oil and gas
and wind sectors, with some references to nuclear.

At times during this debate, I might be accused of
being parochial and focusing on the opportunities in
East Anglia and my Waveney constituency. However, I
should emphasise that there are opportunities not only
for areas that adjoin the North sea but for areas across
the UK. That is because the energy supply chain stretches
right across the country and is not confined to Lowestoft
and Yarmouth, Humberside or Tyneside. If we get the
supply chain working to its full potential, the whole of
Britain will benefit. That will have a significant positive
impact on GDP, help to rebalance the economy, and
provide significant exporting opportunities.

Not only has Lady Luck looked favourably on me in
securing this debate, but the timing is particularly opportune,
coming just before the Energy Bill returns to this House
on Report after the Easter recess and just before the
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills publishes
its industrial strategy for oil and gas and offshore wind.
At present, there is much focus on the energy sector.

The country faces a significant challenge: to replace
its ageing capacity, provide power to the nation’s homes
and businesses and ensure that the nation’s lights do not
go out. In rising to that challenge, three criteria need to
be addressed: energy must be affordable, secure in supply
and low carbon in content. There is a fourth goal,
however, that we should strive to achieve. I refer to the
opportunity to create economic growth, to rebalance
the economy towards the regions and in favour of
engineering and manufacturing and to attract inward
investment. Nowhere is there a greater opportunity to
do that than in East Anglia, which is already a significant
player in the energy sector, with 35% to 45% of the
nation’s gas supply coming through the Bacton terminal,
where the Sizewell C nuclear power station will be built
and with Lowestoft, in my constituency, lying closest to
the East Anglia Array, potentially the world’s largest
wind farm.

The region will see significant investment in the energy
sector over the next 20 years, with an estimated £80 billion
to £85 billion in the oil and gas, decommissioning, gas
storage, nuclear and offshore wind sectors. The challenge
is to ensure that this investment provides the maximum
benefit, not only to East Anglians but to people and
businesses across the UK

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I thank the hon.
Gentleman for giving me permission before the debate
to intervene and for bringing this important subject to
the Floor of the House. He referred to the benefit to the
whole of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland. He will be aware that the Belfast
shipyard builds wind turbines for land and sea. Will
that shipyard be able to get some of this work?

Peter Aldous: Although I am concentrating on the
North sea, the supply chain for the offshore work
extends right the way around the country, both in the
oil and gas sector and the offshore wind sector. I am
also extremely conscious of the work that DONG Energy
and ScottishPower have done and the investment they
have made in Belfast.

In short, we need to strive to maximise the British
content of UK energy infrastructure projects. At present,
there are concerns that we are not meeting this challenge.
Some two years ago, the Thanet wind farm was completed,
with less than 20% of the £900 million of investment
going to UK firms. Although companies such as
ScottishPower and DONG Energy are aware of the
need to maximise the UK content of contracts, we are
some distance from achieving the Offshore Wind Developers
Forum’s target of 50% UK content for UK offshore
wind farms.

The problem is more serious in the oil and gas sector.
In last year’s Budget, the Chancellor announced significant
incentives for opening up marginal North sea fields and
decommissioning. These initiatives are to be applauded,
and North sea investment this year is now at its highest
and most extensive for 30 years, but the problem is that
contracts worth more than £10 billion are being placed
overseas, while in the past two years only 7% of North
sea platforms have been made in the UK. In other
words, British taxpayers’ money is being used to create
jobs in other countries.

The Nexen Golden Eagle project was awarded to
Lamprell of Dubai, the BP Clair Ridge project to
Hyundai Heavy Industries of Korea, and Statoil’s Mariner
project to Daewoo of Korea and Dragados of Spain. I
name just three contracts, but there are more. If some of
these contracts had been awarded to British yards, they
would have helped secure thousands of jobs and
strengthened the UK’s supply chain, which as I have
said extends across much of the UK. In the past two
years, contracts for a total of 200,000 tonnes of fabrication
structures have been awarded outside the UK, representing
a loss to the country of 18,600 direct man years of jobs.

Some people may say, “Tough luck. Why should we
pursue protectionist policies propping up uncompetitive
UK firms?”. But that is not the case: these businesses
are competitive and innovative and have highly skilled
and dedicated work forces. If we do not allow them to
compete on a level playing field with companies from
other countries, there is a danger that the yards will
simply disappear. That will not only hit hard those
areas of the country with above average levels of
unemployment, but it will have a serious knock-on
effect on the offshore wind sector, as those businesses
are well placed to help build offshore wind farms.

There is, therefore, a need for the UK to have a local
content policy when granting such contracts. The reason
given for not having such a policy is that it would
contravene EU competition regulations, but if that is
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the case, why is the UK the only oil and gas province in
the world that does not have a local content policy?
Why should licences granted on the UK continental
shelf not contain a clause requiring free and fair provision
for British companies in the procurement process?

The UK Government should apply pressure at national
and EU level to ensure that UK companies are not
disadvantaged when competing for overseas contracts.
Sembmarine SLP, based in Lowestoft in my constituency,
advises that in its experience, when it competes for
projects in Norwegian, Dutch, German and French
waters it has practically no chance of winning owing to
blatant protectionism. In the offshore wind sector, Seajacks,
based in the constituency of my hon. Friend the Member
for Great Yarmouth (Brandon Lewis), points out that
the French Government have explicitly stated that they
intend to award licences for offshore wind sites to bidders
favouring the French supply chain. British companies
are not looking for favouritism or trade barriers; they
are seeking a level playing field. I urge the Minister,
together with his colleagues in the Department for
Business, Innovation and Skills and the Treasury, to do
all he can to help achieve that.

The Government could take other long-term measures
to strengthen the UK supply chain. Indeed, they have
put in place a number of initiatives, for which I thank
and commend them. In the time left I shall briefly run
through what else needs to be done to ensure that
UK-based businesses are in the best possible place to
secure contracts.

First is electricity market reform. At present, the
Energy Bill is the most important game in town, and if
we get it right it will provide the stable long-term policy
environment that is required to attract supply chain
investment. I believe that we are moving in the right
direction. A £7.6 billion package has been provided for
investment in renewable energy, and although the Bill’s
provisions are complicated, it should provide the certainty,
confidence and credibility that investors are looking for
in UK energy policy. Timeliness is vital. It is important
to investors that draft strike prices are published in the
second quarter of this year and that the Bill receives
Royal Assent by the end of the year.

I commend the Minister on being receptive to
amendments to improve the Bill, and I am grateful to
him for considering my proposals, which are designed
to strengthen the supply chain. The elephant in the
room is, of course, the 2030 decarbonisation target. I
shall not dwell on that as I know it will be debated in the
Chamber in much detail and with much passion in the
coming weeks; indeed, it could be the subject of an
Adjournment debate. I will say, however, that it is
unfortunate that the issue has become a bit of a political
football, and when the matter is considered I ask the
Government to look behind any political positioning
and decide what is best for Britain, and particularly the
development of the UK energy supply chain. My views
on the matter are determined by what industry and investors
tell me, and it is important that we listen to them.

Secondly, the Government have put in place a number
of measures to strengthen the supply chain. In Lowestoft
and Great Yarmouth there is an enterprise zone, and
the two ports have centre of renewable engineering—
CORE—status. Those measures are proving helpful in

promoting the area, but as the Minister heard from the
Norfolk and Suffolk delegation he met last month,
more could be done to ensure that we fully realise the
potential of the great opportunity in front of us.

The problem that Yarmouth and Lowestoft face as a
CORE is that of six COREs in England, only it and
Sheerness do not have assisted area status. I believe that
if all six COREs enjoyed the benefit of assisted area
status, it would be particularly advantageous, both nationally
and internationally, in seeking to promote the UK. It
would help Lowestoft and Yarmouth to compete against
our fiercest competitors from the low countries on the
other side of the North sea.

I am also mindful that the UK ports fund, which is
designed to help the establishment of offshore wind
manufacturing, is only available in assisted areas. I am
advised that at present this fund is largely unspent. If
Lowestoft and Yarmouth were given assisted area status,
the two ports could access the fund to carry out work
that would stimulate jobs and investment in renewable
offshore engineering.

The advanced manufacturing supply chain initiative
is proving beneficial in stimulating investment in
manufacturing-related jobs and growth. However, the
current minimum threshold of £1 million for investment
from the fund appears to be holding businesses back
from making applications. It would thus be helpful if
the Department of Energy and Climate Change could
liaise with the Department for Business, Innovation and
Skills to see whether the threshold could be lowered
either for individual businesses or for smaller scale
projects. This would be helpful to businesses from across
the manufacturing sector and to those looking to support
energy projects.

I apologise if it appears that I have a shopping list, as
I am mindful that the Minister may tell me that the
shelves are bare. I would emphasise, however, that a
thriving supply chain can be a key driver in reducing
costs in the offshore wind sector, which is vital to
establishing the industry on a sustainable, long-term
footing.

Thirdly, investing in skills and people is of paramount
importance. The UK needs to improve its skills base to
serve the large demand that will come from the North
sea in the next few years with regard to the oil and gas
and wind sectors. If we do not do that, businesses will
source that expertise from other countries.

I commend the Government for promoting
apprenticeships. Indeed, the Minister himself played an
important role in that work in a previous life. I also pay
special tribute to Lowestoft college which, although not
a large further education college, has realised the huge
potential in the energy sector and invested a considerable
amount of resources in providing facilities and putting
on courses with the energy industry’s needs in mind.

There are a number of different ways and proposals
as to how best to invest in skills for the offshore industry.
I do not propose to go through these or, indeed, to pick
a winner. Suffice to say that it is important that the
necessary skills centres should be located near offshore
engineering ports. This way we can create the world’s
leading pool of offshore engineering skills here in the UK.

The Offshore Renewable Energy Catapult centre
proposed by the Technology Strategy Board will be
located in Glasgow, and the north-east and will have an
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important role to play. I was concerned that it would
not be a truly national centre of excellence, but those
worries have been allayed and I know that organisations
in Lowestoft such as OrbisEnergy and the Centre for
Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science look
forward to working with the centre in the coming months.

Fourthly, improving our outdated infrastructure is
important if we are to make the most of these opportunities.
The Government’s broadband initiative is welcome, though
it is vital that the procurement process proceed smoothly
and quickly.

In Lowestoft, conscious of the opportunities that will
arise for funding through the single pot, which will be
administered by the New Anglia local enterprise
partnership, a prospectus of the transport infrastructure
we need, both in the town and serving it, was published
last week. Working together with the LEP, the councils
and businesses, the town will strive to put in place the
infrastructure needed to attract businesses to the area.

In conclusion, renewing the country’s energy
infrastructure over the next 20 years provides a great
opportunity to create a world-class industry that will
provide the growth for which the country is so desperately
searching. Much good work has been done, but I am
concerned that as matters stand we are in danger of not
making the best of the opportunity and we could, in
effect, be exporting its benefits to other countries.

There is a need to provide businesses with both
long-term certainty and a level playing field. This is a
once in a lifetime opportunity and, in the words of
Lord Heseltine, we must
“leave no stone unturned in pursuit of growth.”

8.19 pm

The Minister of State, Department of Energy and
Climate Change (Mr John Hayes): It was T. S. Eliot who
said that we know too much and are convinced of too
little, but that cannot be said of my hon. Friend the
Member for Waveney (Peter Aldous), who is gaining a
reputation as both a powerful and an elegant orator—if
I may say so—in the interest of his constituents. Few
Members of this House are more determined to advance
the employment opportunities, the skills opportunities
and the wider economic opportunities of the people
they serve than my hon. Friend. I pay tribute to him for
bringing this matter to the consideration of the House.
He served with some distinction on the Energy Bill
Committee, which he mentioned in his speech. I enjoyed
working with him, and look forward to working with
him further in future on that and other matters.

My hon. Friend rightly emphasised that the investment
in our energy infrastructure is vital. The UK must be
able to compete to stay ahead of others in what is
increasingly a competitive world order. This is, to the
use the Prime Minister’s phrase, a global race. We must
ensure not just that we keep up, but that we win that
race.

It is estimated that replacing and upgrading our
electricity infrastructure and closing power stations over
the next decade will require no less than £110 billion of
capital investment. The Government’s electricity market
reform programme, which my hon. Friend mentioned in
his remarks, is designed to drive investment that will
support as many as 250,000 jobs in the energy sector.

As part of the Energy Bill, we will of course engage
in the process of enjoying with the people who will
bring about that investment a full and proper debate on
jobs and skills in the UK. We are working with communities
to maximise benefits and working with the industry to
ensure that this is an opportunity to drive growth.

Chris Heaton-Harris (Daventry) (Con): I assume the
Minister understands that, with such huge spending, he
needs to take the people of Britain on that journey with
him. Will he tell the House something about the call for
evidence on community engagement on the benefits—
supposed benefits—of onshore wind, which his Department
finished in the middle of November 2012? We eagerly
anticipate the results.

Mr Hayes: Some say I am the people’s voice. I would
not want to claim that myself, but it is certainly true
that the people’s interests are always close to my heart. I
can tell my hon. Friend that we will respond to that
call for evidence. Perhaps I should say more about it. I
have asked my officials to look at pre-application
consultation, benchmarking good practice, and ensuring
that communities have the resources to evaluate and
consider wind applications. Many representations have
been made on cumulative impact and topography. It is
vital—to use not my words, but those of the Secretary
of State—that no community feels bullied into having
wind turbines in the wrong places, and that the Department
of Energy and Climate Change and indeed Government
policy should not be used as an excuse for putting them
in the wrong places. I cannot be clearer than that, but
my hon. Friend will look forward to that publication
with excitement and enthusiasm. He knows where I
stand on these matters: I stand on the people’s side.

To return to the main thrust of my argument, the
scale of the investment that I described a moment or
two ago is big even compared with some of the other
major infrastructure investment that the economy is
likely to enjoy. It makes up nearly half the total investment
in the pipeline—it is up to six times the investment
expected in water or communications, and more than
30% greater than expected investment in transport.
Perhaps sometimes in energy, we punch below our
weight in making the case on infrastructure investment
and the effect it can have on the wider economy, and on
skills and jobs, as my hon. Friend the Member for
Waveney has made clear.

As I have said, it is critical in that process that we
work with businesses, not only to attract greater levels
of investment to rebuild our energy infrastructure, stimulate
our economy and bolster the jobs market, but to do so
in a way that builds a sustainable supply chain.

In September last year, the Government launched an
industrial strategy that will drive forward our approach
to creating a new partnership with the business sectors
that will give us the greatest potential for development
and exports. My Department and my former Department,
the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills,
which my hon. Friend also mentioned, are working
closely together and in partnership with UK industry to
produce three energy sector strategies as part of the
industrial strategy, identifying ways that we can build
up the UK supply chain in order to maximise the
economic benefits of the investment we have attracted
to communities and constituencies across the country.
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These strategies cover oil and gas, nuclear and offshore
wind, all of which my hon. Friend mentioned in his
speech, and are among the first to be launched as part
of the Government’s industrial strategy. Indeed, the
nuclear strategy was launched today. It sets out how we
can achieve our ambitions in nuclear power, bringing a
new generation of nuclear power to deliver light and
heat to lives across the nation. It also sets out how we
can achieve a massive increase in opportunities for
those who work in that industry. It is fair to say that
some of those skills have been eroded over time as the
last nuclear power station we built was in 1985. There
will be jobs in building those stations, in running them
and in the regulatory system—the context in which they
sit, because of course all we do will be safe and secure.

The oil and gas strategy will be launched in Aberdeen
on Thursday. The offshore wind strategy will be published
later this spring. An abundance of virtues is emanating
from the partnership between my Department and BIS.
The strategies set out where we are now, where we want
to get to, and how we will get there. This work will bring
forward important analysis of supply chains, focusing
on barriers, skills and technology.

There is good news. For example, Hitachi, which is a
partner organisation that wants to develop a new generation
of nuclear power in this country, has suggested that
60% of the jobs created will be local. The Hinkley Point
development, which has been debated in the House
several times and is of critical importance, estimates
that potentially 57% of the jobs will be from the UK.
These are real and tangible benefits to our nation as the
result of a policy that is not protectionist—although
Joseph Chamberlain is one of my heroes—but planned,
on the basis that if we get the economic effect for which
my hon. Friend calls, we will build unparalleled resilience,
flexibility and responsiveness. It is right that all should
benefit from the plans that I have outlined today.

I make no apologies for being a patriot—no one in
this House should—so of course the measure has to be
quality. I know that, by and large, British is best. As we
move forward with our nuclear supply chain action
plan, which was delivered in December 2012, and work
on the community benefits for sites that host new
nuclear power stations and new technology in other
areas—mentioned by my hon. Friend the Member for
Daventry (Chris Heaton-Harris)—we must put the people’s
interests first. That is also true in the oil and gas sector.

As I said, the oil and gas sector strategy will be
published on Thursday in Aberdeen. It will focus on
how we can develop further opportunities in the North
sea to the benefit of communities and of the supply
chain. My hon. Friend the Member for Waveney will
know that our gas generation strategy, published last
December and of course on everyone’s bedside table, is
designed to provide certainty for investors about the
Government’s view of gas generation to ensure that
sufficient investment comes forward within the context
of the Government’s wider energy policies. Gas currently
forms an integral part of the UK’s energy generation
mix because it is reliable and flexible. It provides around
40% of our electricity. Shale gas is another exciting
opportunity and our new office of unconventional gas
and oil will be the pivot of our thinking and developments
in that area.

We have enjoyed an exciting Easter Adjournment
debate, and, at the end of that, another exciting debate
thanks to my hon. Friend the Member for Waveney. It
remains for me to wish you personally, Mr Speaker, a
joyous Easter, and to do so in the knowledge that this
Minister and this Government are determined to do
right by the British supply chain.

Question put and agreed to.

8.29 pm
House adjourned.
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Westminster Hall

Tuesday 26 March 2013

[MR PHILIP HOLLOBONE in the Chair]

Munitions Workers
Motion made, and Question proposed, That the sitting

be now adjourned.—(Mr Randall.)

9.30 am

Robert Flello (Stoke-on-Trent South) (Lab): First, let
me express my thanks to Mr Speaker for allowing me
the opportunity to speak this morning about some of
the forgotten heroes of the two world wars.

When people look back at some of the most memorable
images of the first and second world wars, perhaps
thoughts come to mind of the Royal Air Force repelling
the Luftwaffe in the battle of Britain, or the Royal Navy
hunting for U-boats in the Atlantic; or, going further
back, people might think of the slog of trench warfare
in the quagmire of the Somme. The bravery of those
members of our armed forces is rightly remembered
and their sacrifice should—must—never be forgotten.

When Winston Churchill made his first speech as
Prime Minister to the House of Commons, he spoke of
his own
“blood, toil, tears and sweat”.—[Official Report, 13 May 1940;
Vol. 360, c. 1502.]

He also spoke for the millions of people who would
become embroiled in the second world war. Nearly
600,000 people from the British Commonwealth were
killed, and between 60 million and 80 million people
lost their lives worldwide. We rightly remember the scale
of the catastrophe, and never more so than in the
forthcoming remembrance of the start of the first world
war.

However, there was a group of people, no less heroic,
who worked on the home front. Historically, the
contribution made by those millions of people has
received a great deal less attention, despite the huge
sacrifices that they made, and despite their blood, toil,
tears and sweat. I am delighted that in recent years long
overdue steps have been taken to remedy that injustice.
Groups such as the Bevin boys and the land-girls have
been formally recognised, but today I would like to
bring another group to the attention of not only the
House, but the country. They are still to receive the full
recognition that they are entitled to and have deserved
for many years. I refer, of course, to the workers in the
nation’s munitions factories, the majority of whom
were women.

In 1914 and 1915, it became clear that the country
was under-prepared to provide munitions for a major
war, so the Government increased their control of munitions
manufacture and made sweeping changes. Perhaps the
most significant of those, with millions of the male
work force on military duty, was to force the employment
of more women. By the end of that war, nearly a million
“munitionettes” were employed in the factories and
were estimated to have been responsible for 80% of all
weapons and shells used by the British Army during the
first world war.

As the threat of war heightened again in the late
1930s, the Ministry of Supply constructed dozens of
new Royal Ordnance factories to ensure the uninterrupted
supply of munitions to our armed forces. The women of
Britain were urged once again to come into the factories,
and yet again, they responded in their droves. It is
estimated that anywhere between 1.5 million and 2 million
people—mainly women—were employed in that highly
dangerous industry. Many of the women were virtually
conscripted; they were asked to come into the factories,
but perhaps not given too much choice in the matter.

The work was incredibly dangerous, with workers at
constant threat of either an accident or enemy attack.
My attention was drawn to the issue when, at one of my
advice surgeries back in 2008, I had a visit from a
constituent whose mother needed my help. Her son
explained that his mother had been injured in an explosion
during her war work at the Royal Ordnance factory in
Swynnerton, just a few miles from my constituency. She
had one hand blown off, and the other was severely
damaged. She had spent the majority of her adult life,
and brought up her children, living with the most
debilitating of disabilities, sustained during her service
to her country. I have also been contacted by a lady who
told me about an accident suffered by her mother: a box
of ammunition had fallen on her leg and crushed it. By
the time her mother died at the age of 91—a good age,
happily, but sadly, without any formal recognition—she
was unable to walk, but she had made that sacrifice and
had literally put her life on the line, as had not only
thousands, but millions of others.

In an excellent piece of research entitled “Women of
Britain come into the factories”, Samantha Webb provided
many further such stories, and I commend her on the
work that she has done over many years for the Roses of
Swynnerton, as the women of ROF Swynnerton have
become known. Those accounts of people’s lives range
from the heart-warming to the harrowing, and include
tales of heroism and great tragedy.

Samantha tells, for example, the story of May Barker,
who started work at Swynnerton at the age of just 16.
May was severely injured by an exploding shell, which
left her in hospital, swathed from head to waist in
bandages. She was blinded for five weeks and remained
in hospital for four months, requiring the insertion of a
steel kneecap. She lost a finger, and her leg injuries
forced her to walk in irons for eight years. However,
despite all that, May said that the
“atmosphere of companionship overrode the danger”,

and that she was motivated by the importance of her
work. Right up until her death, May campaigned for a
memorial to the Roses of Swynnerton, to whom, even
in those later years, she felt such a close emotional
bond.

Those brave women are typical of the thousands of
people who lived with severe injuries from explosions,
or with illness from the exposure to chemicals that they
worked with. It was said that a munitions worker could
often be indentified by the colour of their skin. Many of
them became known as “canaries”, because the exposure
to sulphur and TNT had the effect of turning their skin
yellow. Some 106 workers died as a result of such
exposure during the first world war alone.

The consequences of explosions in the factories were,
of course, catastrophic. Two of the worst accidents
were in 1916 in Faversham, leading to 106 fatalities, and
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in 1918, at the national shell filling factory in Chilwell,
where 134 people lost their lives. It is estimated that
about 600 workers were killed during world war one,
with many thousands more injured. The safety record
in world war two was better, but enemy action killed
many people; at the Vickers factory at Brooklands,
86 people were killed in 1940, and the largest explosion
ever on UK soil killed 81 people at RAF Fauld in 1944.
It is thought that about 150 workers were killed during
the second world war, but once again, the impact was
felt most by the thousands who lived with injury or
illness for decades to come.

That it has taken so long for recognition—any
recognition, and even this debate—can no doubt be
attributed partly to the fact that the location of the
factories and the identity of the people working in them
had to be kept secret, particularly during the second
world war, as factories had to be moved away from the
heavily bombed south to northern England, Scotland
and Wales. We can still see the social impact of that in
some of those places, where populations increased hugely
by the influx of workers to munitions factories. I have
mentioned ROF Swynnerton a number of times this
morning, and huge numbers of people came down from
Scotland to work in the factories there. Many of those
people stayed behind after the war, rather than returning
to their homes.

The manufacture of munitions was a truly nationwide
effort. As the campaign of the all-party group on recognition
of munitions workers has gained pace, people from
all over the world have contacted us to express their
disappointment that munitions workers have not yet
been recognised formally. It was the sense of companionship
and camaraderie that struck me most when I had the
privilege, in recent years, of attending a Remembrance
day service for the Roses of Swynnerton. I heard stories
of the dreadful conditions in which the women had to
work, the ever-present taste of the powder they worked
with, their fear of accident or attack, and the extremely
long shifts.

I remember a story of a group of workers on a train
travelling to a railway station near Swynnerton that did
not exist—it did not appear on any map or timetable.
The train sat in darkness and quiet, obviously in huge
danger, because if any light had shown, enemy planes
would have spotted the train, which could have led not
only to the death and injury of the people on it, but
to the factory being traced. I talked to the women
who were on the train, who said such situations were
commonplace—they just got on with it. They sat for
hours in comradeship, having hushed conversations
among themselves. I spoke to an elderly lady who
remembered, almost as if it were yesterday, how her
youth had been spent helping the war effort. I heard
from women who had lost close, dear friends, and had
lived with the trauma of it ever since. They ask for no
great show of thanks for their work, but simply that
those of us who today benefit from the freedom that
they played such a large role in defending and were so
crucial in securing remember and understand their
contribution.

I pay tribute to all the munitions workers I have had
the privilege of coming into contact with over the past
few years: Olive Astley, Avis Hendley, Alice Porter,

Maisie Jagger and Iris Aplin, to name but a few.
I am sure that colleagues present this morning will
want to mention and remember workers from their
constituencies—and I am sure that those hon. Members
who could not make it here today would have wanted to
do so. I thank the organisations that have helped us
with our campaign: ADS has been with us since the
start, and First Great Western and Virgin Trains provided
travel for the group of munitions workers who attended
the Cenotaph ceremony in November. It is worth
mentioning that November was the first time that munitions
workers marched past the Cenotaph and took part in
the Remembrance parade. Having been approached by
the all-party group, the Royal British Legion agreed to
allow munitions workers to march past. There was a
very good turnout from munitions workers and their
families, showing the part they played in the war.

I also thank the Imperial War museum, which is
undertaking a research project into munitions workers
and the role they played in the first and second world
wars, and to the national memorial arboretum, which
has been so positive about our plans for a permanent
memorial—the campaign for which we will launch on
15 April in Parliament. Most of all, I want to give
thanks to BAE Systems, and particularly to Scott
Dodsworth, without whom there is no way that we
could have achieved what the all-party group has achieved
so far. Their commitment to the campaign has been
invaluable, and I want to put on record my gratitude for
their support.

I am pleased that the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills, the right hon. Member
for Sevenoaks (Michael Fallon), who is responsible for
the subject but could not be here today, has agreed to
meet us to discuss munitions workers. His predecessor
was supportive and helpful. I hope that that is an
indication that the Government might be open to
considering ways of recognising the munitions workers.
When the Under-Secretary of State for Skills, the hon.
Member for West Suffolk (Matthew Hancock) responds,
I hope that he will also welcome the work of the
all-party group and, although I recognise that this is not
within his normal field of responsibility, that he will
take the message back to his colleagues in the Treasury,
to see whether there is a way forward.

Ideally, we would like an arrangement similar to the
Bevin boys’ receipt of their badges in 2007—a badge for
surviving workers, perhaps. Identifying who worked in
munitions and defining munitions have always been
problems. Does that include somebody who worked
with small arms and shells, or with airframes, tanks and
similar? In the all-party group, we are clear about what
we mean by munitions workers: those who worked on
royal ordnance. A problem is that over many years, the
records of who worked at some of the factories that
were turned over to produce munitions during the war
have been lost. If a person in their 80s came forward
and said that they had worked at a munitions factory,
but it turned out that they had not—it is questionable
whether anybody in their 80s or 90s would misrepresent
themselves, but it might perhaps happen—giving away
a badge or two to them would probably be a small price
to pay for recognising those hundreds of thousands of
workers. I do not think it would be hundreds of thousands
now; sadly, only tens of thousands are still alive.

419WH 420WH26 MARCH 2013Munitions Workers Munitions Workers



Mr Gregory Campbell (East Londonderry) (DUP): I
congratulate the hon. Gentleman on securing the debate.
He spoke about the numbers. Does he agree that given
that about 70 years have passed, we have a small window
of opportunity? The number of people diminishes year
on year, so we need urgent action.

Robert Flello: I echo everything the hon. Gentleman
has said. Every day that goes by, there are fewer munitions
workers—predominantly women who put their lives on
the line for this country. I think only tens of thousands
would be entitled to a badge.

Mrs Mary Glindon (North Tyneside) (Lab): I congratulate
my hon. Friend on securing the debate. Does he agree
that due to the passage of time, relatives like me—my
mother, who would have been 90 this year, was a munitions
worker in the midlands—should be able to apply for
whatever recognition is awarded following the campaign?

Robert Flello: I am grateful to my hon. Friend for her
comments. Where we draw the line has been a concern.
Should the children, grandchildren or more distant
relatives of a munitions worker who is no longer with us
be able to get the badge? In an ideal world, I would
agree with her that the children, and possibly the
grandchildren, of munitions workers should be entitled
to receive the badge on behalf of their loved one, who
sacrificed themselves and put themselves on the line for
this country. As a compromise, given the difficulties
identifying people, the first step would be to recognise
those who are still alive.

As far as the families are concerned, the second part
of what the all-party group is asking for at the moment
is being launched on 15 April: the fundraising launch
for a lasting memorial at the national memorial arboretum.
The memorial would form a permanent reminder, to
which families—children, grandchildren and more distant
relatives—could go. The Roses of Swynnerton—groups
around the country referred to their munitionettes in
different ways—could perhaps take a rose along to it. A
memorial at the arboretum would be a good permanent
reminder for families more widely, but as a first step we
need the recognition for surviving munitions workers.

I assure the Minister that the issue is not party
political. The campaign is an all-party one, and has
support from Members across the House. We are absolutely
committed to working collaboratively and, like the
munitions workers, in a comradely way, with the
Government. We just ask that, rather than seeking
justification for why living munitions workers should be
excluded from the recognition that other groups have
had, the Government consider again how such recognition
can be given. We also ask the Minister to agree that the
danger and cost of giving a badge to someone who
perhaps was not there is far outweighed by the need to
recognise the ever-decreasing group of people who risked
their lives day in, day out. That risk is a price worth
paying.

All I really ask of the Minister is that he consider the
matter with colleagues. My Front-Bench colleagues will
probably hate me for trying to push for a spending
commitment, but we are talking about a few thousand
pounds. The fundraising push for the permanent memorial
seeks to raise £100,000, and the cost of providing a
medal or a badge to the surviving munitions workers is

probably half that amount. The Chancellor will probably
not lose too many nights’ sleep over £50,000, and any
help and support, not least in publicising the fundraising
drive, would be much appreciated.

In closing, I repeat my concern that if we do not
make rapid progress it will be too late for the brave
individuals who worked and risked—often giving up—their
lives at factories such as the Royal Ordnance in Swynnerton.
Those people are all now in at least their mid-80s, and
with every day that passes more of them pass away
without recognition. I therefore again urge the Minister
and his colleagues to review their position. It is only just
and proper that the Government give the Roses of
Swynnerton, and everyone who was employed in the
manufacture of munitions, the formal recognition they
deserve. They went about ensuring, in a quiet and
determined way—almost without raising an eyebrow—that
this country could fight the first and second world wars.
They ensured that there were bullets in the guns that
our brave soldiers were firing, shells in the artillery
pieces, and munitions in the aeroplanes that went up to
defend us. If there had not been, all the work and effort,
and the fact that the lives of our fantastic military
personnel were put on the line, would have come to
nothing.

These people need recognition, and they need it soon.
I therefore urge the Government to put aside concerns
they may have. I hope that in responding to the debate,
the Minister can at least say that he will talk again to
colleagues. To go away and think again would be a good
first level of commitment. Let us give recognition to
these people—predominantly women—who have sacrificed
so much.

Mr Philip Hollobone (in the Chair): As wartime munitions
were manufactured also in my Kettering constituency, it
is my good fortune to have the privilege of chairing this
debate. In a moment, I will call Mr Reckless, and then it
will be Nia Griffith, Phil Wilson, Huw Irranca-Davies
and Russell Brown. I will ask Mr Perkins to start his
speech at no later than 10.40 am, so if you pace yourselves
you will all get in.

9.55 am

Mark Reckless (Rochester and Strood) (Con): I am
particularly interested to hear of your constituency
interest, Mr Hollobone, through Kettering munitions
manufacture.

I congratulate the hon. Member for Stoke-on-Trent
South (Robert Flello). With the work he has already
done through the all-party group and in securing this
debate, he can take pride in putting the subject on the
agenda, at least in this Parliament, and in so doing
giving recognition to the munitions workers. I am pleased
to bring a cross-party element to the debate by adding
my voice in support of his request. As he states, any
financial sum involved is de minimis compared with the
scale of the contribution that the workers made to our
country.

It was of course David Lloyd George who, as Minister
of Munitions, so strongly put this issue on the agenda in
the years around 1915. The workers had an important
profile at that time, and it would be a great shame were
that not to be recognised. Given what they did to win
the first world war and then, in different conditions,

421WH 422WH26 MARCH 2013Munitions Workers Munitions Workers



[Mark Reckless]

their contribution to the winning of the second world
war, it would clearly be a good thing, if it were possible,
for them to get the recognition that the hon. Member
for Stoke-on-Trent South seeks. Although the Minister
here is not the Minister we would expect to respond to
such a debate, I welcome him in terms of his ability to
push discussions within Government, and to put the
issue on the agenda and have it looked at with a fresh
pair of eyes.

Regarding medals for groups that perhaps have not
received rightful recognition, two things in particular
have struck me. The response a few weeks back to the
announcement of a medal for those involved in the Arctic
convoys was important, and I have just had a constituency
case involving a gentleman in Cliffe Woods village who
served at Suez but did not get the medal of recognition
he should have received. When my office pressed the
issue, it appeared that there had been some confusion
and his service had fallen through the cracks, so to
speak, within the Ministry of Defence. We were able to
provide the firm evidence that he had served in Suez,
and the medal was then awarded. To the gentleman, the
recognition was a source of great pride. That was one of
the most rewarding pieces of constituency casework
with which I have been involved.

I represent Rochester and Strood, and the Medway
towns more broadly, and I am not sure whether constituents
of mine would fall under the definition put forward by
the hon. Member for Stoke-on-Trent South. He mentioned
Faversham, however, and of course at Woolwich there
was the large Royal Ordnance munitions manufacturing
base, and from Rochester or Strood—Chatham station
is also in my constituency—Faversham and Woolwich
are both within half an hour’s travel. I have no doubt
that significant numbers of constituents in my area
served in munitions manufacture, and a number of
them are perhaps still alive and resident there. The hon.
Gentleman kindly said that there were problems with
the definition. Understandably, he and his group have
settled on a clear definition and I wish them well in
seeking recognition for the people who fall within it, but
I hope he does not mind my saying that there are other
groups of people—he himself drew attention to the
people who worked on airframes.

My constituency had Short Brothers, based on the
Esplanade in Rochester. That is now all modern housing,
with great river views, but there is great pride in the area’s
industrial heritage of Short Brothers and the flying boats
developed and manufactured at that site. The hon.
Gentleman drew attention to the movement of factories
during the war, and the vulnerability of Rochester to
German bombing may have led to Short Brothers’
greater focus on its manufacturing in Northern Ireland.
However, I believe that the skills base developed by
those who worked on airframes in Rochester deserves
recognition. Similarly, the royal dockyard in Chatham
had many thousands of military workers, to whom we
owe a great deal for both the first and second world
wars, and indeed for many other wars going back
several centuries.

To conclude, I associate myself and my constituents
with the hon. Gentleman’s call that, just as those who
worked and particularly served in military campaigns
have been recognised with different medals and clasps,

people who worked and contributed in such roles are
also deserving of recognition. If, even at this late stage,
the Government gave them the measure of recognition
sought by the hon. Gentleman, I would very much
welcome it.

10.1 am

Nia Griffith (Llanelli) (Lab): I speak as a member of
the all-party group on recognition of munitions workers,
which aims to obtain recognition for the many thousands
of such workers, mostly women, who did dirty, smelly
and dangerous work in munitions factories. I endorse
all the comments made by my hon. Friend the Member
for Stoke-on-Trent South (Robert Flello), who described
the bravery of the women and men of the munitions
factories.

I am grateful to my constituent Mr Les George, who
has undertaken research into the local Royal Ordnance
Factory at Pembrey in my constituency. He became
interested because his mother had been a munitions
worker there and narrowly escaped from explosions, the
memories of which remained with her for her life. Our
parliamentary group has looked at some form of medal
or veterans badge for munitions workers, like those for
the Bevin boys or land-girls. In April, we will launch
our fundraising campaign in Parliament for a permanent
memorial to munitions workers in the National Memorial
Arboretum in Staffordshire. Mr George has prepared
information for display on the former site of ROF
Pembrey, and we hope that the county council will
support recognition of the role of local people in the
munitions factory.

The research has not been easy because of the secretive
nature of such factories. Pembrey has a long history of
manufacturing explosives: a powder works was established
on the Pembrey Burrows as far back as the 1800s, and
was known as the New Explosive Company of Stowmarket.
Detonators, fuses and other explosives were produced
on the site, which covered an area of some 150 acres,
stretching along the Pembrey coastline. The factory
employed almost 80 people, including young boys and
girls. As the work was highly dangerous, employees
were paid by piece work that enabled them to earn
between 2 shillings and sixpence and 3 shillings a day.
At the time, that was comparatively good pay, so there
was a local shortage of people wanting to be domestic
servants.

The industry was not without its dangers. A minor
explosion occurred at the Pembrey Burrows site on
11 November 1882, but fortunately no one was injured.
It prompted Sir John Jenkins, my predecessor as MP for
the area, to ask a parliamentary question on Thursday
16 November, because the sheds apparently held well
over the legal limit of 150 tons of material authorised
under the terms and conditions of the company’s explosives
licence. He asked the Secretary of State:

“If he is aware of the fact that about 300 tons of dynamite is
stored in one room at Bury Port…within a comparatively short
distance of the shipping…and of large works where hundreds of
workmen are employed…?”—[Official Report, 16 November 1882;
Vol. 274, c. 1533-1534.]

Sadly, the following day there was a large explosion,
causing the tragic loss of life of seven young workers—three
males and four females, ranging in age from just 13 to
24. The noise of the explosion was so great that it was
heard as far away as Pembrokeshire.
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In 1886, the New Explosive Company of Stowmarket
was taken over by the Nobel Explosives Company of
Glasgow, which was owned by Alfred Nobel—the same
man who, when he died, left most of his wealth in trust
to fund several awards, one of which we know today as
the Nobel peace prize. In 1914, with war looming in
Europe, the then Secretary of State ordered and approved
the construction of a new plant at Pembrey, with the
Government bearing the full cost. It was agreed that the
Nobel Explosives Company would be retained as
administrative agents of the plant and that the 750-acre
site would remain Government property after the war.
The Pembrey plant was one of the first of more than
200 purpose-built TNT and propellant-manufacturing
factories in the UK during world war one.

As the second world war approached, work started in
July 1938 to build a new factory on the Pembrey site,
with the Ministry of Works acting as agents. It opened
in December 1939 under the control of the Ministry of
Supply, as one of several explosives Royal Ordnance
Factories making TNT. Unlike other factories, ROF
Pembrey also made tetryl and ammonium nitrate.
Production of explosives began in December 1939 and
reached its peak in 1942, producing 700 tons of TNT,
1,000 tons of ammonium nitrate and 40 tons of tetryl
each week. There was a complex arrangement of buildings,
spread out over the 750-acre site and set among the
sand hills. The magazines were carefully housed around
the plant and were well camouflaged to avoid detection
in case of possible air raid or sabotage. The site was
self-contained, having its own water plant and a power
station for electricity. In addition, the administrative
buildings, canteen, doctors’surgery, laundry, police barracks,
library and other offices were grouped together at the
main site. We can see how big it was.

As my hon. Friend pointed out, these factories were
under constant threat of attack. Indeed, shortly after
midday on Tuesday 10 July 1940, a single German
bomber plane made a sneak attack on the factory and
dropped about nine bombs just inside the main entrance
gates. Tragically, 10 workers were killed outright or died
later of their injuries, and others were injured, some
severely. Serious though the bombing was, had it been a
little later the casualties would have been much greater,
as many men and women would have been on their way
to the canteen for their lunch break.

Production continued at a much reduced scale after
the war, except for a sharp upturn in the early 1950s,
during the Korean war. One of the main functions of
the site after the war was to break down large quantities
of superfluous or obsolete ammunition. The TNT was
melted out of the shells by jets of hot water, and taken
to solidify on isolated stretches of sand, where it burned
off. The bright glowing flames of burning cordite lit up
the night sky, and could be seen for miles around; it was
quite spectacular.

Workers in the explosive process units were easily
recognised in the area because, as has already been
pointed out, the skin of their exposed face and hands
was tainted yellow. A stream running from the Royal
Ordnance Factory and joining the sea on the west side
of Pembrey was reddish in colour, as it had been tinted
by the TNT from the factory. That was more noticeable
at low tide—it was known locally as the “red river”—and,

as the water was always warmer than the sea, locals
regularly enjoyed swimming there during the summer
months.

The Royal Ordnance factory is now closed and there
is a country park on the site, which is on a spectacular
piece of coastline. Although I am delighted that munitions
workers were represented at the Cenotaph last year, we
very much hope that, in the National Memorial Arboretum,
in a medal for the individuals who are still alive, and in
something in Pembrey, we will a permanent memorial
to the work done by munitions workers.

10.8 am
Phil Wilson (Sedgefield) (Lab): It is a pleasure to be

under your chairmanship, Mr Hollobone, to debate a
subject that is important for many of our constituents,
and to remember the tens of thousands, if not hundreds
of thousands, of people who worked in dangerous
industries during the war to keep our defences going in
that period.

I want to talk about the munitions factory at Aycliffe,
now Newton Aycliffe. In 1941, when Royal Ordnance
factory No. 59 opened in Aycliffe, the town of Newton
Aycliffe did not exist; it became a new town in 1947.
The former site of the ordnance factory is now the
second-largest industrial estate in the north-east. If
people go to the industrial estate, they can still see the
blast walls and some of the buildings where munitions
workers worked during that period. At its peak, in 1943,
the factory employed 17,000 people, 90% of whom were
women. Around the country, there were some 64,500
munitions workers who filled the shells and the bullets.
The importance of their work was recognised, as they
received visits from Winston Churchill, King George VI
and even Gracie Fields, who gave a beautiful rendition
of the Lord’s Prayer, which is well remembered by many
of the workers.

Filling shells and bullets is obviously dangerous work.
I understand from a study by Her Majesty’s Stationery
Office in 1940 that the Aycliffe Royal Ordnance factory
produced more than 700 million bullets during its period
of operation. The work was extremely repetitive, fragmented
and boring, but there were high levels of companionship
among the women as they daily risked their lives filling
bombs and bullets. Many of the women started work at
18, but the average age was 34. Workers were supposed
to be under the age of 50 to work at the factory, but
apparently a Mrs Dillon, who claimed she was 49, was
actually 69. She was the best worker in the factory,
losing only two days of work in two-and-a-half years.
She received the British Empire medal from the King
for her work.

The women who worked in the factory became known
as the Aycliffe Angels because, in numerous wartime
broadcasts, Lord Haw Haw used to say:

“The little angels of Aycliffe won’t get away with it.”

Although there was never a raid on the factory, because
it was secret, the workers faced terrible situations. I have
a personal interest in this story, because my grandma,
Isabella Woods, worked in the factory during that period.
Dorothy Addison spoke to the Northern Echo about her
time at the station. In a description of what she did, she
said:

“I was on ‘Group Five’ and our job was to weigh cordite, put it
into linen bags and sew gunpowder on top. This was put into
‘25-pounder shells’ and the next block had to put the detonator
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on top! We were searched and if anyone was found with matches,
it was instant dismissal! We wore protective clothing and shoes
that didn’t cause any friction and our hair had to be tucked in
a turban. I remember one girl in the next block getting her hair
in a machine and being scalped—she died!! German bombers
often came over and all the lights had to be out. One night they
came over—we knew the sound—the siren went and we all had
to go into the shelters. The sky was lit up with hundreds of
‘chandeliers’—our name for bombs.”

That is what they had to put up with, day in and day out
for the period of the war.

Let me mention also some of the people who died.
There was an explosion on 2 May 1945—just days
before the end of the second world war—in which
Isabella Bailey, Elsie Barrett, James Bunton, William
Clark Hobson, William Mitchell, Christopher Seagrave,
Edmund Smith and Alice Wilson died. Phoebe Morland
died on the night of 20 February 1942, along with Irene
Irvin, and Alice Dixon. Phoebe’s husband was in the
Navy during the war; although his job was considered
the more dangerous, it was his wife at home who was
killed, leaving behind two children. That is what our
ancestors had to put up with. Many of us have relatives
or know of people who worked in those industries.

I pay tribute to Great Aycliffe town council for doing
its bit over the years to remember the Aycliffe Angels. It
produced a memorial certificate, which it gave to the
survivors. My grandma was awarded one posthumously;
she died 30 years ago. To this day, it sits on the coffee
table in the sitting room of my mum’s house. The
council also helped to prepare and build a memorial in
the town centre to the men and women who worked
in the industry.

Newton Aycliffe is now a thriving town with a massive
industrial estate. The town itself did not exist until after
the war; there were only fields. The factory was built on
that site because the area tended to get misty, so it could
be hidden from bombers. That is part of the proud
history of the town. I congratulate my hon. Friend the
Member for Stoke-on-Trent South (Robert Flello) on
securing this debate. He is right that the munitions
workers should be recognised. They were not on the
front line or fighting in the desert or in the jungle or at
Normandy, but they helped to keep the war effort going
and some of them lost their lives in that dangerous
industry. A permanent national memorial would suit
their endeavours.

10.16 am

Huw Irranca-Davies (Ogmore) (Lab): I congratulate
my hon. Friend the Member for Stoke-on-Trent South
(Robert Flello) on securing this debate. I recognise the
cross-party support from Members on the all-party
group on recognition of munitions workers. I pay tribute
to those who have spoken and given personal testimonies
on behalf of themselves, their families and the areas
they represent.

Curiously, in researching my speech, I came across a
personal link of a different kind, not to someone who
worked in a munitions factory, but to the right hon. Jim
Griffiths, a cousin on my mother’s side and a predecessor
of my hon. Friend the Member for Llanelli (Nia Griffith).
On 3 June 1937, he spoke in a debate on the munitions
factory in Bridgend. We must not forget that in the

selection of sites for munitions factories, a number of
factors came into play, including that areas were not
easily identifiable by bombers and that, in what were
termed depressed areas, there was a ready supply of
good labour. Those taking part in that debate in 1937
included not only my relative from Llanelli, who later
became Secretary of State for Wales, but my predecessor,
Mr E.J. Williams, one of my predecessors as Member of
Parliament for Ogmore, who asked the Minister about
“the sources of recruitment for the Bridgend munitions factory”—

which was one of the largest munitions employers in the
country, employing some 40,000 people—
“and whether any instruction is issued which debars unemployed
persons from Maesteg, Aberkenfig, Pontycymmer, and Ogmore
Vale Employment Exchanges?”

He went on to ask whether the First Commissioner of
Works
“will stipulate in all contracts that, except for technicians, local
labour must be engaged at the preparatory or constructional
work at the Bridgend munitions factory.”—[Official Report, 3 June
1937; Vol. 324, c. 1149.]

That issue of employing local labour echoes down the
years to our current industrial strategy.

The debate in 1937 took place when factory sites were
being identified and before the first recruitment of
conscripted young women. In Llanelli, Carmarthenshire
and in the south Wales valleys, young, unmarried women
would receive a letter on their doorstep telling them that
they had a choice: go into the forces; be sent away to
do X,Y or Z; or work in their local munitions factory.
Many of them uprooted, went to work in the factories,
lived in barracks and contributed for the whole of that
period. As we have heard, while many of them settled or
returned to their families, many others lost their lives,
not only in explosions but through cordite and chemical
poisoning, with many people maimed or dying of their
injuries.

Let me fast-track right to the end of the war, when
thankfully we had overcome the challenge we had faced
from the fascists and others, to a fantastic piece of
history—the foremen’s farewell dinner in the regional
canteen at the Bridgend factory. It was not an entirely
joyous occasion, because many of the people there were
returning to places with high unemployment. As part of
this dinner for the foremen—and forewomen, as working
in the munitions industry was, in many ways, a major
step forward in the employment of women—there was
a bit of a sing-song. The last chorus of the song that
they sang at the dinner goes:

“And now we’re redundant,

But work ain’t abundant,

So that is the end of us Foremen, God help.

But our ghosts, pale and sallow,

Will haunt cleanways so narrow,

Crying, stores for wars, alive, alive O.”

And off they went to seek work.

In the few minutes I have for my speech, I want to
support my hon. Friend the Member for Stoke-on-Trent
South in his call for recognition of munitions workers.
The all-party group has done great work and will
shortly be launching in Parliament a fundraising
effort to build a permanent memorial in the National
Memorial Arboretum. The group has already instigated,
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with the support of outside partners, archive work with
the Imperial War museum, bringing together the sources
of information on munitions workers.

Last year, for the first time there were 18 positions
reserved for munitions workers on the march to the
Cenotaph as part of Remembrance Sunday; they came
from all around the country. However, that still leaves
outstanding some form of individual memorial—a badge,
a ribbon or a medal—and I say to the Minister that that
is where he and the Government come in, and where we
would ask for his support.

The 40,000 people who worked in the Bridgend factory
made a significant contribution to the war effort. Today,
I am focusing not on the scale of that support but on
the fact that we should recognise that, for many of
those people, this work was a formative part of their
growing years as young men and women. In the Bridgend
factory, with 40,000 people working there, essentially a
huge town was established, with a rail network, new
road infrastructure and so on. On the site, they had
dance halls, canteens and a massive social life. They had
darts leagues, football leagues, opera societies, a factory
band and a rugby club. As a big rugby aficionado
myself, I notice that it says of rugby in the Christmas
1943 newsletter:

“The Rugby side, despite many difficulties—the chief being the
loss of players to the forces—has done creditably, having played
9, won 6 and lost 3. Points for 42, against 55.”

However, on the front of that same newsletter, there
is something that I will quote and leave the Minister to
think about. The superintendent of the site says:

“Looking back, we remember that last Christmas gave us the
first lifting of the shadows then engulfing us, the first promise of
a better day dawning. If you remember, it was in November 1942
that our Glorious Eighth Army started to drive Rommel back on
his long desert retreat—and since then what truly great feats we
have accomplished! Africa freed—Mussolini banished—the U-boat
menace squashed—our feet on the mainland of Europe and the
conquest of Italy well in hand. In all these feats, you, the Workers
of R.O.F. 53, ‘have had a share’. You have a right to be proud of
your contribution to the fight for freedom.”

I say to the Minister that we in the all-party group on
recognition of munitions workers will do all we can to
gain recognition for those people of Royal Ordnance
factory No. 53 and for all the others right across the
country—the tens of thousands of people—who played
their part in the war effort. We urge the Minister to
consider what else can be done by the Government to
ensure that we recognise individually the contribution
of munitions workers.

10.24 am

Mr Russell Brown (Dumfries and Galloway) (Lab):
As other colleagues have already done this morning, I
congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Stoke-on-
Trent South (Robert Flello) on securing this debate.
Like one or two others who are here in Westminster
Hall today, I am also a member of the all-party group
on recognition for munitions workers. I also have to
declare a further interest; before I came to this place, I
was a munitions worker myself for 18 years. So there
was life before this place.

In considering the task that was laid before people
during the second world war and the first world war,
I recognise only too well just how hard the work of
munitions factory staff was. However, that work was

being done in completely different circumstances to
those that exist today. The “war effort” is something
that people glibly talk about, but they never recognise
just how difficult it really was back in those days.

I will go back to the first world war. In my local
community—I say “my local community”, but it is
actually in the constituency of the Under-Secretary
of State for Scotland, the right hon. Member for
Dumfriesshire, Clydesdale and Tweeddale (David Mundell)
—the two villages of Eastriggs and Gretna were built
around the manufacture of munitions. In fact, the village
of Eastriggs is called “the Commonwealth village”, and
that can be seen in its street names: Halifax road;
Sydney road; Melbourne avenue; Winnipeg way; and
Auckland way. All around that village, there are streets
and avenues with names from the Commonwealth.

I pay tribute to the local people in that area who have
developed what could be seen as a tourist attraction.
They have developed a project called, “The Devil’s
Porridge”, where they put on a display of what life was
like during the first world war. They have tried to
replicate that period as best they can, and I must say
that they have made a fantastic effort to replicate what
it was like to work in a munitions factory back then.

I also think back to the presentation of awards and
badges to the Land Army girls. I must say that some of
the hardy souls I met at that time made the comment,
“Well, we were very lucky, we escaped the munitions
factories”, because they were given a choice: did they
want to go to work on the land, or did they want to go
to the munitions factories? Quite clearly, they wanted to
be out in the open air rather than working in a munitions
factory, which they recognised was very dangerous work.
Unfortunately, that offer was not made to some people,
who were told, “You are going to munitions factories.”
We must also keep in mind that the women at that time
were paid only half what the men were being paid, so
there was not just a workforce dominated by women;
there were men in the factories, who were actually paid
twice as much as the women were.

Colleagues have mentioned today the companionship
and comradeship found in munitions factories, and I
have to say that I have found it absolutely fascinating,
during the period that the all-party group has been
established, to meet some of the women workers. They
related their own stories and I must say that some of
them could not be printed in Hansard, because of some
of the antics that these people got up to. They were safe
in a workplace, but their antics outwith included social
events, social evenings, even cycling 10 or 15 miles to a
dance. That was not uncommon and when we consider
that many of today’s young people will ask, “Can I get a
lift?”, if they are asked to pop down to the shops, we
realise that these women in the factories were real hardy
souls who saw nothing whatever as a challenge.

They also experienced a lot in the workplace. We have
already heard about the “canary girls”, but all of the
people in munitions factories were working with chemicals
of all kinds, including acids. Sadly, many individuals
were left disfigured because of severe acid burns. There
were some acids that people worked with that resulted
in their teeth falling out. So it was not pretty, but it was
the war effort.

I also thank the Royal British Legion for enabling
a number of these ex-munitions workers to take part
in the Armistice day parade last year. I actually came
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down to London to be with two ladies from my constituency
who took part in that parade, Margaret Proudlock and
Margaret Shields. They will be for ever grateful to the
all-party group for achieving that initial recognition.
However, as hon. Members, including the Minister,
have heard we want that little bit extra—something a
little bit special—for individuals to be recognised.

The site that I worked at was the Royal Ordnance
factory, Powfoot, which was managed by Nobel Explosives,
a subsidiary of ICI. I remember distinctly being told
about the site on my first day, “There’s 365 acres here,
boy. One for every day of the year.” That was founded
in 1940. Also in my constituency was a site at Edingham
in Dalbeattie, built in 1939. There was a further subsidiary
site of Nobel’s in Dumfries itself, at Drungans. In checking
one or two things, I came across the following in Hansard
from 25 February 1946:

“Mr. McKie asked the President of the Board of Trade whether
he will make a statement regarding future plans for the munitions
factory at Drungans, Dumfries.”

At that time, the President of the Board of Trade was
Sir Stafford Cripps, who replied:

“This factory has just been declared surplus to Government
requirements. It is, in its present form, suitable only to a limited
extent for peace-time production, but the Board of Trade will
endeavour to make arrangements for it to be used to the best
possible advantage.”—[Official Report, 25 February 1946; Vol. 419,
c. 548.]

That factory continued to operate from that date into
the late 1980s, when it closed. The Powfoot site, which I
worked at, ceased production in November 1992, after
the privatisation of Royal Ordnance factories.

I want to add a little support to what has been said
this morning. The Imperial War museum has been
helpful to us. I am confident that we will get something
at the National Memorial Arboretum and that there
will be an effort to raise the £100,000 that we want. I
also thank Scott Dodsworth of BAE Systems for all the
work that he has done.

One challenge that became apparent when I first
raised this issue was that we have no records of these
individuals. In my home town of Annan, a lady at the
Historic Resources Centre, Renée Anderson, has a card
index system of some 2,600 members of staff who were
employed. It is fascinating. I do not know how old this
lady thinks I am, but she produced a significant number
of photographs, some of which were black and white
and from way back and asked if I recognised any of the
people. Of course, I did not, but I am sure that people in
the community will come forward to try to identify
them. Renée wants to put on a display about what that
site did.

As we have heard this morning, these places were
secret. I met a chap a good number of years ago who
used to fly for the RAF. He said, “We were always told
to keep away from this area, because we had no idea
what was there. We were told, ‘Do not fly within this
specific zone.’” People were moving around that site
something that could, with the slightest spark, have
decimated the area. To give an example, I am sure that
colleagues will remember incidents in recent years, in
Peru and Holland, where fireworks have gone off in an
enclosed area and totally destroyed it, and have taken
the paintwork off vehicles in the vicinity. That is the

ferocity with which this material—small arms propellant—
burns. It is ferocious and, when it goes, people stand no
chance at all. That is the sort of environment that
women worked in during the war.

My latter days at the Powfoot site were spent as a
production supervisor. People in a work force do complain
and my answer to complaints from some of the guys
that that was dirty, heavy work, was, “This was women’s
work during the war”—not demeaning anyone, but just
showing the fortitude of those women in ensuring that
our guys on the front line were properly armed.

I hope that the Minister will speak to his colleagues.
It is little to ask that these women get individual recognition.
I know that the records are not as we would like to
be able to identify each and every one of them, but the
information channelled to my office and in the Historic
Resources Centre in my home town is a good starting
point. I am sure that other colleagues will work tirelessly
to ensure that we get official recognition for these
people who made the difference to our troops on the
front line, especially during the second world war.

10.35 am

Toby Perkins (Chesterfield) (Lab): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairmanship, Mr Hollobone. This is
not the first time, but it is exciting none the less.

This has been an excellent debate. I congratulate my
hon. Friend the Member for Stoke-on-Trent South
(Robert Flello) on his excellent speech and on the work
he is doing to promote this issue. He started by reflecting
that the debate was recognising some of the forgotten
heroes. In as much as they have been forgotten by
history, the work that the all-party group is doing and
the speeches by hon. Members today are ensuring that
they are forgotten no longer. We need to recognise the
contribution they made. My hon. Friend reflected on
the huge personal risks and sacrifices made by munitions
workers, known as “canaries” because of the effects of
their work with chemicals. I endorse the work of the
all-party group. The Opposition should look to work
with the Government and the all-party group on some
of the more difficult issues to do with individual recognition.

The hon. Member for Rochester and Strood (Mark
Reckless) broadened the description of people who also
served. When discussing this issue, we need to reflect on
the many people who contributed in different ways to
the war effort. Steps forward have been taken in recent
years to recognise various groups, and the hon. Gentleman
gave us a glimpse of other groups that we might choose
to bring under this umbrella in the future. Perhaps
inadvertently, he posed a challenge to my hon. Friend,
as the description could continue to grow. At what
point do we narrow it down? If we are asking for
individual recognition, recognising that collective recognition
that is long overdue—although there are real signs that
it will be given—what work can the all-party group,
with Government and the Opposition, do to try to
narrow the description so that we can find out how
many people are we talking about, how are we going to
find them, who will do the work to see who will receive
the recognition, and how we ensure that there is public
confidence that a self-certification model will not demean
the achievement in receiving it? Questions arise from
the hon. Gentleman’s contribution.
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My hon. Friend the Member for Llanelli (Nia Griffith)
reflected on the contributions and sacrifices of her
constituents. She brought some colour to the debate,
with her description of yellow-faced people swimming
in a red river, which nicely brought to mind the massive
personal sacrifice and contribution that people made.
My hon. Friend the Member for Sedgefield (Phil Wilson)
reflected on the fact that 90% of the workers in the
factory at Aycliffe were women. More than 1 million
women worked in munitions factories during the second
world war. He alluded broadly to the way that history
had, in various ways, written out women’s contribution
to the second world war effort. As a society, we are
belatedly recognising that contribution, and this debate
helps in that process. My hon. Friend was also proud to
talk of his respect for the Aycliffe Angels and the
contribution they made to the war effort.

My hon. Friend the Member for Ogmore (Huw Irranca-
Davies) reflected on the importance of local munitions
factories as employers in the pre-war years. He also
reflected on the fact that the big immigration concern in
the mid-1930s was whether people would come from
Maesteg to steal all the jobs. As the world has shrunk,
the issue has broadened out slightly, but it was none the
less interesting to hear that concerns we still recognise
today were alive and well in Bridgend in the 1930s. My
hon. Friend the Member for Dumfries and Galloway
(Mr Brown) made an interesting pitch for the tourism
offer in his area. He made us aware that, today, we can
still see evidence of what munitions factories were like,
and many people will be interested in taking up his
offer. He also reflected on the sacrifices made by workers
at the time.

In discussing this issue and the fact that I would be
contributing to the debate, I learned that my mother-in-law
had worked in the Bryan Donkin factory in Chesterfield.
The more we talk about this issue, the more we hear
about people we never even realised had made a
contribution. The BBC’s “People’s War”website included
a contribution from the Derby action team about the
war effort of munitions factory workers in Chesterfield.
It mentioned that Chesterfield people kept a relentless
black-out to ensure the factories were never bombed,
although errant German bombers accidentally bombed
the Chesterfield football ground and the Walton golf
course. What the Germans had against Chesterfield’s
sporting prowess, we will never know, but they did not
manage to get to the factories.

The eminent war historian Simon Fowler has written
about munitions workers, and one quote brings together
very nicely some of the issues we have talked about:

“Britain could not have emerged victorious in 1945 without the
help of the many who selflessly worked all the hours they could to
provide the materials the British Army and Allied troops used to
defeat the Germans… People were injured or killed while making
munitions every day. Their recognition is long overdue. They
played a key part in the War and it’s a scandal it’s taken until now,
when there are not many left to see it.”

Many of us would echo those comments. In recent
years, there has been not only renewed appreciation of
the role of our heroic armed forces, but wider recognition
by society and, I glad to say, the Government of those
who served in many other ways. In recent years, we have
taken huge strides forwards in recognising the contribution
of the Bevin boys, the land-girls and the Women’s
Timber Corps, and we also have the memorial to women
who died during the second world war.

I entirely support the recognition that munitions
workers received for the first time at the Armistice day
parade at the Cenotaph, and I congratulate the Royal
British Legion on that. I also entirely support the
campaign for a national memorial at Alrewas. I hope
and expect that there will be wide public support for the
campaign my hon. Friend the Member for Stoke-on-Trent
South described.

I acknowledge the difficulty posed by the lack of
adequate records, as well as the fear that individuals
will, as a result, never get the personal recognition we
all think they deserve. I hope that wider recognition will
be granted as quickly as possible, given that the clock is
against many of those who clearly deserve recognition.
Her Majesty’s Opposition are more than happy to be
involved in cross-party talks on practical ways to move
things forward in a way that enjoys confidence and is
effective.

This debate is a time for us to recognise the debt that
this generation owes to all those who stood up and were
counted in Britain’s finest hour. It fell to them to fight
for the essential freedoms that these blessed isles have
enjoyed for so long and, God willing, will continue to
enjoy. When questions were asked of that generation,
they answered—and then some. They saved lives, but
they also saved the world from a tyranny so evil that
even imagining defeat makes our blood run cold.

In recognising the contribution of all those who
served in our munitions factories in this debate, we are
also passing on the gratitude, respect and thanks of this
generation to all those who heroically served and saved
our country all those years ago.

10.44 am
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Skills

(Matthew Hancock): It is a great pleasure to serve under
your chairmanship, Mr Hollobone. I join the many
others who have spoken in congratulating the hon.
Member for Stoke-on-Trent South (Robert Flello) on
securing a debate on such an important subject. He has
a keen interest in this issue, which he has expressed over
a number of years on behalf of many of his constituents.
I am grateful for the work that he and the chairman of
the all-party group have done.

It is worth recognising not only the cross-party nature
of the debate—there have been contributions from both
sides of the House—but the fact that there have been
contributions from almost all parts of the UK. We have
heard from those representing the south and the north
of England, the midlands, Wales and Scotland, so this
really is a matter for the whole United Kingdom.

It is almost unnecessary to say that the production of
munitions was essential to winning the war. Hundreds
of thousands of women were drafted into armaments
works and assembly plants across Britain to keep the
armed forces supplied and to free men to fight on the
front line. As we have heard from almost everybody
who has spoken, many of these workers were killed,
maimed or injured in industrial accidents or air raids, as
the Luftwaffe tried to halt the production of supplies.
That in itself demonstrates how vital the work was to
the war effort.

The hon. Gentleman spoke with lyrical eloquence
about the blood, toil, tears and sweat of not only those
on the front line, but the munitions workers and, indeed,
the munitionettes, who ensured an uninterrupted supply
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of munitions to the front. Nobody can fight or defend
themselves and their country without munitions. About
2 million people took part in the production of munitions,
and we have heard of the Aycliffe Angels and the Roses
of Swynnerton, but there are no doubt many other such
groups across the country. People were uprooted, some
lost their lives and the lives of others were irreparably
altered by injury and by their work. Their contribution
should be remembered and understood by this generation.

The Government recognise and appreciate the courage
and fortitude of all those who worked in munitions
factories in the second world war to supply our armed
forces. Photographs in our history books remind us of
the endless lines of munitions that were produced. We
have heard again of the huge impact of this work on the
social fabric, with women going to work in factories
often for the first time. That was the case in my family:
my grandmother took up work for the first time in that
period and never gave up the habit afterwards. The
same thing happened across the country, and it resulted
in a permanent change in the social fabric. Women
made a great advance in the work force; it was a
necessary advance, although work is still needed today
to complete it.

During the war, factories were the responsibility of
the Ministry of Supply, a predecessor of the Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills. That is why replying
to the debate falls to my Department. In a sense, as the
Minister for Skills, I am the Minister for Labour Supply,
to use older terminology. As the hon. Member for
Stoke-on-Trent South said, answers need to be worked
out to complicated questions about the potential formal
recognition of munitions workers. There is the question
of numbers: there could be tens of thousands of people
still living who worked in munitions factories in the
second world war. That does not include those who
worked in factories involved in closely linked activities
that were vital to the war effort, such as producing
airframes, ships and boats, vehicles—tanks have been
mentioned—and uniforms. The war effort could not
have proceeded without any of those.

As has been mentioned, the disruption to employment
in the war years, the time that has elapsed since and the
necessary secrecy of the work make it harder still to
identify all those who were involved. Manufacturing of
equipment for our armed forces was spread throughout
the UK’s extant manufacturing base, and many businesses
that would not obviously fall within the definition of
munitions factories were integral to the work. For example,
small carpentry firms and furniture workshops produced
wings for aircraft, and sewing machine manufacturers and
repair facilities made essential components for weapons.

Robert Flello: The Minister is right to say that it is
important to recognise the work of the different allied
trades, but I regard our proposal on munitions workers
as a first step. When the Bevin boys were recognised, it
was appreciated that the land-girls would need to be
too, but the issues were dealt with discretely and individually,
so there is a precedent.

Matthew Hancock: Yes, I understand that point.
Fireworks manufacturers, which were mentioned in the
debate, were also critical to munitions work, but there is
an important question about where to draw the boundary.

My hon. Friend the Member for Rochester and Strood
(Mark Reckless) talked about close links to Woolwich
and the involvement of a range of people. The hon.
Member for Llanelli (Nia Griffith) talked about Les
George and Pembrey munitions factory and reminded
us not only of the dangerous work done during the war,
but of the entirely necessary work that continued after
1945 to make unused munitions safe. The hon. Member
for Sedgefield (Phil Wilson) reminded us that the work
was often repetitive and, in his word, “boring”, but that
it was none the less a proud part of the history of the
town and that the work was a source of companionship.
That was not least the case in places where it had a huge
and obvious impact, such as Bridgend. The hon. Member
for Ogmore (Huw Irranca-Davies) spoke of the massive,
40,000-person Bridgend site and the debate about who
should work there—a debate that I entirely recognise in
what has been happening this very week. We can imagine
the camaraderie in the canteen, among the foremen of
Bridgend and in the enjoyment of dance halls, opera,
football and rugby, but also in the workers’ fortitude in
the face of the danger of the task. Finally, the hon.
Member for Dumfries and Galloway (Mr Brown) talked
about his personal experience. He provided a powerful
testament to the strength and fortitude of the women
who worked in the factories during the war, which he
related to his account of the men who work in the same
factories now.

The lack of records and the difficulties in verifying
entitlement raise practical questions about how to recognise
formally the contribution of individual civilian workers,
but I will consider the points that have been made in the
debate and speak to my hon. Friend the Minister of
State, who is formally responsible. He is to meet the
all-party group on 23 April to listen to the arguments in
person, and sends apologies for not being able to attend
the debate. He has also been invited to the event on
15 April and will attend if he can. He is looking forward
to replying to the all-party group about that shortly.

Huw Irranca-Davies: I welcome the way in which the
Minister has responded to the debate, and the fact that
he is keeping an open mind. In Bridgend there is a
memorial to the 27 people who died, which reads:

“Cofiwn yn ddiolchgar
Bawb a weithiodd yn
Ffatri Arfau Penybont
Ac yn enwedig y rhai
A laddwyd yno”,

which means:
“Remember with great gratitude
All those who worked at
The Bridgend Arsenal
And especially those
Who were killed there”.

It goes on to list all the names. We are starting to put in
place the things that will give recognition, and I welcome
the fact that the Minister’s mind is not closed to the
possibility of individual recognition for those who served,
including those who have passed away. Their families
may want them to be recognised and to have something
that is personal to them, by which they can remember.

Matthew Hancock: The hon. Gentleman suggests
that time is pressing, especially for those who served
during the second world war. I pay tribute to the
all-party group, which was set up to explore ways to
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prevent those valiant efforts from being forgotten. The
Government appreciate its work. As the hon. Member
for Stoke-on-Trent South said, thanks to its efforts, last
Remembrance day, munitions workers, both male and
female, participated for the first time in the march past
the Cenotaph. We should thank the Royal British Legion
for its support.

The launch event for the fundraising campaign to
raise £100,000 for a lasting memorial at the National
Memorial Arboretum in Staffordshire will be on 15 April
in the House of Commons, and I wish it well. I hope
that campaign that will be well supported by the public—I
am sure that it will. I also hope that, subject to other
business, my hon. Friend the Minister of State will be
able to make it to the launch. I know that he was
pleased to receive his invitation. I pay tribute also to the
partnership with the Imperial War Museum, supported
by BAE Systems—in particular I want to recognise the
work of Scott Dodsworth—to record the achievements
of munitions workers and ensure that we do not forget.

Huw Irranca-Davies: As encouragement to the Minister
and others in the Government to come to the event,
perhaps I should I point out that they would be in the
inestimable company of our patron, the authoritative
and renowned broadcaster Huw Edwards, who lends
his gravitas to the work being done by the all-party
group. I am sure that Ministers would bask in the glow
of the launch.

Matthew Hancock: If Mr Edwards’s eloquence can
match that of the hon. Gentleman, it will be a truly
memorable event. His reading of words from the front
of the Bridgend factory magazine, and, albeit in translation,
from the memorial, had powerful force. I wish the
all-party group every success on 15 April and sincerely
hope that the event will result in a fitting tribute to
those who risked and gave their lives in munitions
factories. I will take a clear message back to my colleagues.
I am grateful to have had the chance formally to restate
our gratitude to the thousands of people who carried
out that essential and dangerous work in the name of
freedom, and who risked and gave their lives so that we
might enjoy that freedom today.

Fetal Anti-convulsant Syndrome

10.59 am

Anas Sarwar (Glasgow Central) (Lab): It is a pleasure
to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Hollobone. I am
delighted to have secured this important and topical
debate after months of bad luck in the ballot. The
House will adjourn for the Easter recess today, and I
appreciate the effect of that on the number of participants.
As hon. Members have other commitments in their
constituencies, the turnout is lower than it would have
been had the debate taken place at a more convenient
time, so I am grateful to colleagues who have made it
here.

Members who watched the recent BBC “Inside Out”
programme will recognise the timeliness of this debate,
because new expert medical research has highlighted
the dangers of anti-convulsant medication to pregnant
women and their unborn children. Before we get into
the debate, I will provide a bit of background information
on fetal anti-convulsant syndrome and the Independent
Fetal Anti-Convulsant Trust.

Fetal anti-convulsant syndrome is a medical condition
that arises among the children of mothers who suffer
from epilepsy and take a type of drug known or used as
an anti-convulsant medication to treat their condition
during pregnancy. Not all children who are exposed to
anti-convulsant drugs are affected. The level of risk is
determined by known factors, such as the particular
anti-convulsant medication used and the dose taken, as
well as other susceptibility factors. Children suffering
from fetal anti-convulsant syndrome suffer from a
constellation of physical and neuro-developmental deficits,
and so have to be diagnosed by a medical specialist.

The Independent Fetal Anti-Convulsant Trust was
launched in November 2012 to gather information and
provide support and assistance to those affected by the
condition. It is run by a small, hard-working team of
volunteers, a couple of whom are in the Gallery today. I
would like to put on record my thanks to the entire
team, and especially to Janet Williams, who has done a
fantastic job in providing me and many other hon.
Members with so much invaluable information. I would
urge anyone who suffers from the condition, or who has
a relative or friend with it, to contact the trust.

It is difficult to get an accurate picture of the number
of people affected by the condition; in response to a
parliamentary question to the Department of Health
on the number of women receiving anti-epileptic drugs
through the NHS, I was unfortunately told that the
information was not available centrally. Things are made
even more difficult by the fact that many children with
the condition will not have been diagnosed with the
syndrome because they do not have a major congenital
malformation, such as a heart defect or spina bifida.
Those children are less likely to be referred to a clinical
geneticist.

Sodium valproate is the drug that reportedly carries
the largest risk of causing fetal anti-convulsant syndrome.
According to prescription records, there were more
than 21,500 women taking sodium valproate in 2010 in
England and Wales alone. A range of scientific studies
conducted over the past couple of decades have
demonstrated that some 10% of children exposed to
sodium valproate will be born with a major congenital
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malformation. Their IQ is likely to be lower than it
otherwise would have been, with 29% requiring additional
educational support and 6% being diagnosed with
significant social communication difficulties, such as
autism.

More broadly, there have been numerous case reports
in medical journals of children born with one or more
major birth defects when the mother had been taking
anti-convulsant drugs. Those children include not only
those born with spina bifida and heart defects, but
those born with cleft palates, limb malformations, neuro-
developmental delays and learning difficulties. There
are therefore likely to be tens of thousands of children
affected by the condition.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): The hon. Gentleman
is making his case very well. Fetal anti-convulsant syndrome
is an unknown quantity that affects children. I am
aware of a family in my constituency with children who
suffer from it. The hon. Gentleman has not yet mentioned
that children may also suffer from autism as a result of
fetal anti-convulsant syndrome. Is he aware of that?
Does he feel that more research is needed to find the
necessary treatment, and that the Government should
respond by encouraging, and making moneys available
for, a treatment to be found for those young people and
their parents?

Anas Sarwar: I did in fact mention autism, but the
hon. Gentleman is absolutely right that we need direct
support from the Government to help families affected
by this condition.

The campaign has identified 500 families, but there
are likely to be thousands of families across the country
who do not know that their child suffers from this
condition, and who do not have support from an
organisation such as the trust. We therefore need
Government action to support those families at this
difficult time. The Organisation for Anti-Convulsant
Syndromes—of which Janet Williams, who I mentioned
earlier, was a founder—has been contacted by more
than 500 families, with nearly 700 individuals affected
by the condition.

The drug sodium valproate, which is manufactured
under the name of Epilim by Sanofi, has been prescribed
in the UK since the 1970s. Despite the drug’s efficacy in
treating certain types of seizure, research has demonstrated
that it carries a higher risk to the exposed foetus than
other drugs. The first case reporting the effects of
sodium valproate during pregnancy appeared in 1981,
and it grew to be a hot topic within the medical profession
in the 1980s, with numerous reports appearing in the
medical journals. The report, however, was never
investigated in the review of medicines from 1971 to
1990. The then Medicines Control Agency, which became
the Medicines and Healthcare products Regulatory Agency
in 2004, did not pursue the claims made by the medical
research community. The MHRA “Current Problems
in Pharmacovigilance” reports addressed the effects of
sodium valproate in January 1983 and continued to do
so intermittently. No action was taken, however, to
convince Sanofi to recall the drug, improve it, or provide
comprehensive warnings to patients and their doctors.

Eric Ollerenshaw (Lancaster and Fleetwood) (Con): I
congratulate the hon. Gentleman on securing this important
debate, and I add my thanks for the tenaciousness of
Janet Williams, who is one of my constituents. In a
sense, her work mirrors some of my work with the hon.
Member for Heywood and Middleton (Jim Dobbin)
and the all-party group on tranquilliser addiction.

The hon. Member for Glasgow Central (Anas Sarwar)
hits the precise point on the licensing of these drugs and
their side effects. General practitioners need to have
knowledge of those side effects and transfer that knowledge
to the patients to whom they dish out the drugs. Has he
any suggestions for how we might tighten that up, or at
least tighten up the knowledge among GPs of what they
are actually prescribing?

Anas Sarwar: The hon. Gentleman is very lucky to
have such a fantastic constituent who has put so much
fantastic effort, energy and hard work not only into her
own personal circumstances but into getting justice for
families across the country. That says a lot about his
constituent, and he is a very luck man in that sense.
There clearly needs to be better guidance for GPs, and
in a second I will make some suggestions and ask direct
questions of the Minister on that topic.

From the early 1990s, Sanofi continually insisted that
patients consult their doctor when taking Epilim during
pregnancy, which is standard for a patient information
leaflet. In 2005, it added this to its patient information
leaflets:

“Some babies born to mothers who took Epilim during pregnancy
may develop less quickly than normal and may require additional
educational support.”

In 2011, Sanofi added:
“Some babies born to mothers who took Epilim…during

pregnancy may develop less quickly than normal or have autistic
disorders.”

Sanofi therefore recognised in 2005 and 2011 that its
drug can have a negative impact on a foetus. Why did
that take so long?

Research by a group of six academics from the
universities of Liverpool and Manchester was published
this year, and it concludes that if sodium valproate
“is the treatment of choice, women should be provided with as
much information as possible to enable them to make an informed
decision. This should take place prior to conception as the
evidence suggests that the neuropathology of Autism Spectrum
Disorders develops early in gestation. Further, these findings have
implications for the care of children with a history of prenatal
exposure to Anti-Epileptic Drugs (AED). Children exposed to
AEDs in utero, particularly Sodium Valproate (VPA), should be
monitored closely during early childhood to allow for early
intervention, diagnosis and support, should it be required.”

There are many pieces of similar medical research, but
it would be difficult to go through all of them and their
findings in the short time available.

The personal story of a young constituent of mine
compelled me to initiate this debate. When he was born
in 1997, he was immediately taken to a special baby
care unit because his body was very floppy. In 1998, he
was diagnosed with pneumonia and stayed in hospital
for 10 days, at which point he was diagnosed with
dextrocardia, which is a congenital defect affecting the
heart. In 2001, he started nursery and showed signs of
regression. He lacked co-ordination and was unable to
handle his emotions, as a result of which he was given a

439WH 440WH26 MARCH 2013Fetal Anti-convulsant Syndrome Fetal Anti-convulsant Syndrome



preliminary diagnosis of fetal valproate syndrome, another
name for fetal anti-convulsant syndrome. He was then
given a firm diagnosis by a geneticist at Glasgow’s
Yorkhill children’s hospital.

In 2002, my constituent started primary school and
was given a special educational needs teacher. The same
year, he was admitted to hospital for surgery on his
tonsils and adenoids and had grommets inserted. In
2003, he was admitted to hospital with problems going
to the bathroom that required surgery. He was diagnosed
with pneumonia again, and with primary ciliary dyskinesia,
a genetic disorder affecting the respiratory tract. He
was put on a repeat prescription of antibiotics to prevent
chest infections and given physiotherapy three times
a day.

In 2004, my constituent was seen by occupational,
educational and speech therapists due to his communication
problems and inability to mix with peers. In 2006, he
was sent back to occupational therapy and sent for a
CT scan on his chest that showed fibrosis on the lower
left lobe of his left lung, which was found to be smaller
than his right. Between 2007 and 2009, he was diagnosed
several times with pneumonia and severe chest infections
requiring intense physiotherapy and antibiotics. In 2010,
he was diagnosed with pneumonia again and, after
admission to hospital, with hypoplasia of the left pulmonary
artery, which had failed to develop.

As shocking as that story is, it is only one case, and
there are many worse. I was informed of a family in
which two children have been on disability living allowance
since the ages of five and eight. Anyone hearing those
stories can only be saddened by the personal circumstances.
It is incumbent on Members from all political parties,
whether in government or opposition, to ensure that we
work together to get justice for those families and
provide them with any necessary support.

The anti-convulsant that my constituent’s mother
was given during her pregnancy was sodium valproate,
otherwise known as Epilim, taken twice daily. It is clear
that both the Government and the pharmaceutical
companies, particularly Sanofi, could have done more
and taken further action to protect the public. It was
Sanofi’s duty to keep up to date with known medical
knowledge, conduct further research and pass on that
information to patients via the patient information
leaflet. It was the MHRA’s duty to ensure that Sanofi
investigated the medical research claims of birth defects
caused by their products. Delays by both have resulted
in thousands of women becoming pregnant without
being given the necessary information on the levels of
risk associated with the treatment.

Is the Minister aware that an estimated 40% of
children exposed to sodium valproate during pregnancy
are affected by neuro-developmental problems, autistic
spectrum disorders and physical malformations, and
that approximately 20,000 have been so affected since
1973? Does she think that that is acceptable? I know
that her answer will be, “Of course not.” Is she also
aware that this year, sodium valproate will have been
licensed for 40 years, and that it is now being prescribed
for other conditions, such as bipolar disorder and migraine
headaches, and as pain relief ? Does she think that that
is appropriate, given the significant concerns raised by
medical research about the drug’s use?

Mr Hollobone, you will be shocked to hear that
80 families claiming damages against Sanofi-Aventis
lost their legal aid in 2010 after six years of pre-trial
preparation. Their legal aid was withdrawn after assessments
ruled that the group’s prospects of winning had fallen
and a judicial review failed. It was a devastating blow to
families who had been struggling to deal with the condition
without knowing what the problem was, and without
any proper support. Their lawyer, David Body, summed
up the tragedy when he said that
“our case against the manufacturers of Epilim must be discontinued,
not because we have lost our fight in court but because continuing
without legal aid funding would place our clients at too great a
financial risk.”

I know that the Minister cannot reinstate the legal
aid funding, but there are other things that she can do.
As an aside, we should never allow thousands of families
to be affected by the malpractice of a medical company
and a failure of the state, and then not give them the
support that they need to find justice for their families.
We should never allow a situation in which people,
through no fault of their own, cannot pursue justice
due to the barriers put in their way by the system. No
one who believes in the principle of fairness would
think that that was just. We all have a responsibility to
ensure that we support those families in bringing their
action, so they can get some justice. It will not be the
justice that they want, which is to have fit, healthy
children, but it will be some kind of justice.

Given that successive Governments and regulators
have failed to address the issue, will the Minister consider
launching a public inquiry to investigate why sodium
valproate and other anti-convulsants have been allowed
to cause so much damage over such a long period? At
the moment, there are pregnant women taking sodium
valproate who are unaware of the dangers, because they
did not receive pre-conception counselling. Can she
confirm that she will ensure that that is corrected in
future? Will she commit to working with the Independent
Fetal Anti-Convulsant Trust to raise awareness of the
condition? As a minimum, will she assure me that new
guidelines will be issued to ensure that children exposed
to anti-convulsant drugs in utero, particularly sodium
valproate, are monitored closely during early childhood
to allow for early intervention, diagnosis and support,
should it be required? Lastly, is she or one of her
colleagues prepared to meet me, my constituent and
representatives of the Independent Fetal Anti-Convulsant
Trust to discuss how we can support people affected by
the condition, and help protect others from it in the
future?

Inaction is not an option. These families have suffered
for long enough, and it is incumbent on all of us to
work together to find a fair deal for them, so they can
get the necessary compensation, and so that we can ensure
that not a single family suffers in future.

11.16 am
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Health

(Anna Soubry): It is, as ever, a pleasure to serve under
your chairmanship, Mr Hollobone. I thank the hon.
Member for Glasgow Central (Anas Sarwar) for bringing
this matter to the House and for his speech, which was
clearly based on careful consideration of a number of
matters that have, properly, been brought to his attention
by his constituents and by the action group to which he
has referred.
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I concede that it is never attractive for a Minister to
begin opening remarks by saying, “This particular issue
is not within my brief.” Immediately, it sounds like
trying to pass the buck to somebody else. However,
notwithstanding that the issue is not within my brief—I
am standing in for the Minister with responsibility, who
is unfortunately unable to attend this debate—I assure
the hon. Gentleman that on my return to the Department
of Health, I will speak to the Minister’s officials and
ensure that they are fully aware of all the matters that
he has raised and the many questions that he has rightly
posed, some of which I will be able to answer. I will
ensure that all the answers are given, if not by me today
then certainly in a letter.

I will speak directly with the Minister of State,
Department of Health, my hon. Friend the Member for
North Norfolk (Norman Lamb). Knowing him as I do,
I am sure that he will be keen to meet the hon. Gentleman.
It might take a little time—our diaries, as one might
imagine, are fiendishly full—but I can see no good
reason why my hon. Friend would not want to know
more about the issue. Anybody hearing the hon.
Gentleman’s speech, the arguments advanced and the
stories behind this unfortunate condition would want to
know more and to see whether anything can be done.

What we do know is that fetal anti-convulsant syndrome
can occur when a mother must take anti-epilepsy drugs,
as the hon. Gentleman has explained better than I can.
We know that it can result—although, it is important to
say, not always—in delays in developing speech and
language skills in the babies born, difficulties with social
interaction, memory and attention and physical defects
such as spina bifida, heart defects, ocular abnormalities
and characteristic facial features.

It is important to say that most women with epilepsy
will have successful pregnancies and healthy children.
However, epilepsy during pregnancy can pose challenges.
Epilepsy is associated with the risk of giving birth to a
disabled child, and for women on anti-epilepsy drugs,
the risk is greater. Pregnancy may also increase the
frequency of seizures in about one third of women, and
it can alter their metabolism of AEDs. Prolonged fits
can be dangerous for the baby as well as the mother, so
ideally, pregnant women should be seizure-free.

The hon. Member for Glasgow Central rightly made
the point that women have been diagnosed and prescribed
this treatment, and he argued that they have not had
sufficient explanation of the risks involved in continuing
to take that form of medication, which many epilepsy
sufferers take without any difficulty, for the sake of
their health because of its positive effect.

I commend my hon. Friend the Member for Lancaster
and Fleetwood (Eric Ollerenshaw) for the important
point he made about the role of general practitioners in
ensuring that National Institute for Health and Clinical
Excellence guidelines are followed. I have those guidelines
in front of me and what they say is important. It is all
well and good that the pros and cons of the medication
are set down, but it is also imperative for GPs and
everyone else involved in the treatment of a woman
with epilepsy who is thinking of becoming pregnant or
is of childbearing age to understand the potentially bad
consequences of taking AEDs throughout a pregnancy.
Such women need proper information and a full and

frank discussion so that they can make an informed
choice—I emphasise that it should be an informed
choice—before and during pregnancy.

The NICE guidelines are clear:
“In women of childbearing age, the risk of the drugs causing

harm to an unborn child should be discussed and an assessment
made as to the risks and benefits of treatment with individual
drugs…In girls of childbearing age, the risk of the drugs causing
harm to an unborn child should be discussed between the girl
and/or her carer”—

in most cases, a parent—
“and an assessment…made as to the risks and benefits of treatment
with individual drugs…Prescribers should be aware of the latest
data on the risks to the unborn child associated with AED
therapy when prescribing for women and girls of childbearing
potential…Specific caution is advised in the use of sodium valproate
because of the risk of harm to the unborn child”.

The NICE guidelines could not be more clear, but
proper information sharing and full and frank discussion
are critical to informed choices.

Anas Sarwar: I thank the Minister for reading out the
NICE guidelines, which I have also read. When that
system fails, however, as it clearly has for so many years,
affecting thousands of families, what happens then?

Anna Soubry: Indeed. I was about to move on to that
very point, which was also made by the hon. Member
for Strangford (Jim Shannon), and to discuss support
for children who have such an affliction, obviously
through no fault of their own or of their mother. Before
I do so, let me add that data related to the safety and
use of AEDs during pregnancy remain under scrutiny;
the information and the advice are updated and issued
as appropriate. The MHRA regularly reviews both the
evidence on AED use in women of childbearing age
and the information provided in the product information
and in patient information leaflets—although many
people think that we are lucky if anyone reads leaflets in
boxes, and that they are not the way to convey information
to a patient; they are no substitute for sitting people
down and telling them face to face, going through
everything in the manner I have described. The important
fact is that we are continually scrutinising the information
and advice so that it is regularly updated.

On the specific point about children with this unfortunate
condition, better care and outcomes for disabled children
are a priority of the Government. The mandate to the
NHS Commissioning Board sets out our ambition to
give children the best start in life and to promote their
physical and mental health and their resilience as they
grow up. At national level, the new Children And
Young People’s Health Outcomes Board will bring together
what my brief describes as key system leaders in child
health to provide a sustained focus on improving outcomes
throughout the child health system. The Children and
Young People’s Health Outcomes Forum will provide
continuing expertise in child health and offer constructive
challenge as we take forward plans to improve the
system.

Those are fine words, though the brief was not written
by me—it is not in the nice, clear, plain English that I
would like. When I return to the Department of Health,
however, I will make the point that, given the structures
and our good, strong ambitions, it is imperative for us
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to ensure that the case of children who suffer from the
syndrome is advanced within such forums, and today’s
debate will help with that.

Anas Sarwar: The Minister says that she likes plain
language, and I, too, like plain language. With due
respect, any family with a child suffering from such a
condition will not want to hear strategy documents;
they want to hear what specific action is to be taken to
help such families, what compensation they might get,
what action is to be taken against the medical companies,
or what change of structure will take place in the health
service to ensure against such failures happening again.
They do not need strategy documents; they need plain
language and action. What will they get?

Anna Soubry: I am trying to assist the hon. Gentleman
by explaining that women with epilepsy should, from
the very outset, get proper, sound information and
should have a full and frank discussion with their
medical practitioner so that they can make an informed
choice based on everything put forward and knowing
the pros and cons. There are many pros—[Interruption.]
I prefer not to be heckled. I am happy to give way, and I
will in a moment, because I do not have a difficulty with
doing so.

I was absolutely clear in my explanation. I then
discussed a series of organisations and structures—call
them what you will—that also make it clear that the
health and well-being of all children, including those
who suffer from this syndrome, must be considered, and
they must be looked after and cared for as we all wish
them to be. The hon. Gentleman now seeks for the
spotlight to be turned on this particular syndrome as it
has perhaps not been before, and he is achieving that
through the debate and by bringing me to this Chamber
so that I can assure him that I will take the matter back
to the responsible Minister. The hon. Gentleman has
already pushed the syndrome up the list of priorities by
casting the spotlight on to it, as should be the case.

Furthermore,servicesforchildrenwithspecialeducational
needs—some of the children we are discussing will need
such services—will be enhanced by the provisions in the

Children and Families Bill. From 2014, local authorities
and clinical commissioning groups—this is an important
provision to understand—will commission services jointly
to meet the educational, health and care needs of young
people with SEN through a single, integrated assessment
process. In other words, we are now beginning for the
first time ever to integrate all the specific needs of a
particular child, right across all the various departments
and people involved, in a way that has not been done
before.If wedothat,wewillundoubtedlyseeanimprovement
in the lives of those children.

Anas Sarwar: I assure the Minister that I was not
heckling her; I am too much of a gentlemen to do that. I
was trying to say yes to action on proper advice for
potential mothers with epilepsy and to future guidance
to stop the condition happening, but my direct question
was about the support to be given to the families for
whom that is too late. They already have the condition
and the difficult circumstances. What specific support
will they get?

Anna Soubry: Those families are already receiving
support; no one is saying that the children have been
completely abandoned and are not getting any support
at all. Perhaps much more can be done but, as the hon.
Gentleman knows, in a debate of this length and given
the constraints placed on me or any Minister, he will
not get an instant answer, especially without notice of
such questions. If I cannot answer all his questions in
the short time that we have, and the clock is against me,
he will get a letter with all his questions answered.
Furthermore, when I go back to the responsible Minister,
the hon. Gentleman will no doubt get a meeting to
follow.

I thank the hon. Gentleman again for securing the
debate. He has cast the spotlight as it needed to be done,
and I am sure that there will be positive outcomes as
a result.

11.29 am
Sitting suspended.
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HMRC Closures

[MR JOE BENTON in the Chair]

2.30 pm

Mr Andrew Turner (Isle of Wight) (Con): I thank the
Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury for being present
to respond to my debate.

Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs recently changed
its services: it is trying to become “leaner and more
efficient”. Two weeks ago, we learned that HMRC has
hatched a plan to close all 281 inquiry centres throughout
the country. Last year, those offices gave advice to
more than 2.5 million people, but HMRC is closing
them because the number of visits has halved since 2006
and, it claims, closing them will save £13 million a year.
Other Members would no doubt have their own tales to
tell, were they here to speak, but I invite the Minister to
consider the claims about usage and cost savings as they
apply to the Isle of Wight, because he will find them
completely spurious.

Let us look first at the number of people visiting the
office. The old HMRC office was open from 9 o’clock
to 5 o’clock, five days a week; now it is open only from
10 o’clock to 3.30 pm, three days a week. HMRC shares
a building on the island, Broadlands house, with Jobcentre
Plus, so people with tax problems can often see HMRC
staff through the glass but are unable to speak to them,
which is ludicrous. Furthermore, staff are discouraged
from dealing with clients personally, face to face; instead,
they must floor walk them to a free phone in the next
office and get them to speak to someone in the contact
centre on the mainland. People are not supposed simply
to walk in and get advice: if a taxpayer turns up and
insists on talking to a real live person, staff are supposed
to make an appointment for another time, a rule which
applies even if the office is open and staff are available. I
am pleased that the staff on the Isle of Wight do their
best to be helpful and tend to ignore that particular
edict from on high. None the less, it is little wonder that
figures show fewer personal calls being made to inquiry
centres, because HMRC has done everything it can to
make visiting in person difficult and inconvenient. I
have estimates for the island for the past two years. In
2011-12, there were 4,925 visits to HMRC’s Newport
office and the two outreach offices; in 2012-13, that
figure dropped, but by fewer than 300, so that the total
was 4,630. That is more than 4% of the island’s adult
population visiting HMRC, which is hardly insignificant.

We should also consider the major changes to the tax
and benefits system being introduced by my right hon.
Friend the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions.
Planned changes to child benefit is likely to lead to
1 million extra people filling in self-assessment forms.
In addition, real-time information, as it is called, starts
in two weeks. HMRC itself describes the changes as
“the biggest shakeup of the Pay As You Earn…system in nearly
70 years”.

It cannot be safely assumed that the number of people
needing face-to-face help on the island or elsewhere will
fall.

Let us look at the claimed savings on the Isle of Wight.
The original HMRC office in Upper St James street was
closed and 36 staff moved into the newly built Apex

centre, although taxpayers needed to walk for 10 minutes
from the bus stop or had to drive to reach it. The move
was always planned to be temporary, and in May 2011
the HMRC office moved again, to Broadlands house. It
was anticipated that some staff would relocate to other
HMRC offices within what was described as reasonable
daily travel distances, but that turned out to be a journey
of an hour and a half each way. The majority of staff
lost their jobs, and only nine people now work in the
HMRC office on the island. Broadlands house is also
home to the main Jobcentre Plus office, as I said, and to
the valuation office. HMRC’s nine remaining staff moved
into empty offices in the building, which seems an
eminently sensible solution. The Government already
pay for the upkeep of the entire building, so the costs
are minimal, and it is hard to see what savings could be
made on rent, rates or utility charges from closing the
office. The only other opportunity for substantial savings,
therefore, would be on staff.

In addition to being open to the public three days a
week, the staff carry out what are called personal taxes
operations, which is computerised work generated centrally.
The work can be obtained by HMRC officers anywhere
in the country and includes activities such as changes to
tax codes, addresses and so on. The staff on the Isle of
Wight are justifiably proud to be achieving 100% of
their target. They should be proud: they are an efficient
and experienced team—in fact, the nine staff have a
combined total of 186 years’ experience, which may
well be a record, but certainly represents a large investment
by HMRC in training and development over the years.
HMRC claims that it intends to deploy the staff affected
by the proposed changes elsewhere, and such experienced
officers must be a valuable asset, but there are no
opportunities within reasonable daily travelling distance
from the Isle of Wight. HMRC would therefore be
willing to pay the costs for staff to relocate, not only
paying the costs of removals, legal fees, stamp duty and
so on for a new house, but perhaps even extending to
cover the difference in house prices if staff move to a
more expensive part of the country. HMRC could therefore
incur significant costs for Isle of Wight staff to move
elsewhere to undertake exactly the same work that they
are doing now. The alleged £13 million savings appear
take into account neither that nor the costs of redundancy
packages for staff who cannot be redeployed to another
job or do not wish to move.

As part of the plans, HMRC is going to invest in a
shiny new telephone system costing £34 million—to
save £13 million a year. Looking at HMRC’s record, I
would not put my trust in that working out too well.
HMRC spends money, but that does not necessarily
bring success. Despite HMRC spending £900 million on
customer service, the Public Accounts Committee found
it had “an abysmal record”. Last year, HMRC allowed
20 million telephone calls to go unanswered—a quarter
of all the people who tried to call it. Even its new targets
for call answering are described by our colleagues on
the PAC as “woefully inadequate and unambitious”.
For callers who do get through, there can be other
problems.

I want to raise an issue brought to my attention by
Jonathan Isaby, of that excellent organisation the Taxpayers
Alliance. He received an e-mail from a customer adviser
working in an HMRC call service. Apparently, advisers
do not have targets based on how long a telephone call
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takes; instead, the focus is on what they call “wrap-up
time”, which is the time after a call in which necessary
administration is carried out, such as tax coding, sending
e-mails, making referrals and updating customer records.
Customer advisers are targeted to keep their wrap-up
time to an absolute minimum. They do that by putting
people on hold and keeping them on the phone
unnecessarily, which increases the cost to the taxpayer
and generates income from the telephone call for HMRC.
That cannot be right and I urge the Minister to look
carefully into that allegation. I know that Mr Isaby will
do all he can to assist in getting to the bottom of it.

For those who still need face-to-face advice after the
closures, the plan is to replace the current system with a
mobile team. They will talk to taxpayers using community
centres or local libraries, or, if called for, by making a
home visit; but home visits by experts are expensive and
inefficient. We do not usually call a lawyer or an accountant
to visit us at home.

Mr Mark Williams (Ceredigion) (LD): I am delighted
that my hon. Friend has secured this debate. He makes
an important point about efficiency savings and HMRC’s
proposals. Rurality is a huge issue in itself. Mobile units
going round to support small business people and farmers
in my community across mid-west Wales would be a
huge cost. One wonders how much that has been factored
into the equation.

Mr Turner: I am not able to say how much it has been
factored in, but I can say that doing this over two weeks
once a year, which is what I do in the summer when I
visit people locally, takes a lot of time. I can only judge
that the same business will be included.

It is clear that HMRC does not intend home visits to
be the norm. That is a most important point. I feel
certain that only a very few people who currently use
the face-to-face system will be offered a home visit. It is
hard to see the financial sense of somebody coming
across from the mainland to visit a small business man
or an elderly pensioner on the island, but island staff
have been told categorically that the mobile team covering
the island will be based on the mainland and that they
cannot be part of that team.

What is the poor taxpayer to do if he cannot work
out the answer to his question online, cannot get through
on the telephone and cannot persuade the chap from
the mainland to visit him at home? He could go along
to meet an adviser in a community centre or library,
which is exactly what happens now on the Isle of Wight.
Local staff have introduced an outreach service in Ryde
and Freshwater on the days that the Newport office is
closed. So what this decision means is that islanders will
not be able to visit a tax office to talk to local advisers,
but HMRC staff from the mainland will travel over at
huge expense to provide a service that is already being
provided by qualified, experienced people, and those
people will have been paid to move away or made
redundant. I understand the mobile teams may even
hold sessions in tax offices. They could use the empty
office in Broadlands house, which would no longer be
open to the pesky public. You could not make it up, Mr
Benton. It is the Isle of Wight version of “Yes Minister”.
I can picture Sir Humphrey’s self-satisfied smile now—he
will be in his element.

The Minister must be aware that a face-to-face session
can achieve things that cannot be achieved over the
phone. An experienced adviser can quickly spot that a
figure has been put in the wrong box, and a taxpayer
who does not understand what information should go
where can show the relevant paperwork to somebody
who understands it. That simply does not happen online
or over the phone, and vulnerable groups may find it
particularly difficult to engage by those means. Most
people deal with HMRC not because they want to, but
because they have to. Those 2.5 million people did not
go to their tax office because they wanted a jolly day
out. If they felt that they could have dealt with the issue
online or by telephone, presumably the vast majority
would have done so.

HMRC is running a pilot in the north of how the new
telephone advice service will work. It follows a previous
trial undertaken last year when taxpayers were telephoned
to try to sort out queries. I understand that of 1,354
calls made, only 259—less than 20%—resulted in the
query being sorted out over the phone; the other 80% of
cases still needed a face-to-face appointment. Yet HMRC
still intends to close all 281 inquiry centres next year,
come what may, and issue telephone advice from Bradford
and Peterlee. I wonder why considerations of job shortages
never seem to apply to places such as the Isle of Wight.

All of us in this House and the other place understand
the need to make savings, but our tax system is fiendishly
complicated. I know that the Government are trying to
sort that out, but in the meantime we must make sure
that those who need advice can get it. We must make
sure that the claimed savings are not based on flawed
research or shoddy decision making. Only yesterday,
the Home Affairs Select Committee highlighted the
“catastrophic leadership failure”of Lin Homer, the current
chief executive of HMRC, when she ran the UK Border
Agency. Previously, as chief executive of Birmingham
city council, she was criticised by an election judge for
having
“thrown the rule book out of the window”

during the 2004 postal vote fraud. Such a record hardly
fills us with confidence. As for the Isle of Wight, it is
obvious that closing the only accessible tax office will
not benefit my constituents, or achieve the cost savings
that HMRC is claiming for the closure.

I suspect that we are not unique. If the issues facing
the Isle of Wight are not exceptional, I hope that the
Minister, who is an eminently sensible gentleman, will
intervene. He needs to make sure that HMRC looks
again at this decision. On the other hand, HMRC could
argue that the circumstances I have outlined this afternoon
are unique: the island’s physical separation from the
mainland makes us different. If so, HMRC must look
again at the decision to close the office on the Isle of
Wight and come up with a unique plan. An appropriate
decision must be made, and it must be made soon,
before HMRC pays to get rid of further staff or pays for
them to move to the mainland, and, even more significant,
before islanders lose access to the expert advice they
need.

2.48 pm

Catherine McKinnell (Newcastle upon Tyne North)
(Lab): It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mr Benton. I commend the hon. Member for Isle of Wight
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(Mr Turner) on securing this afternoon’s extremely timely
and important debate. His record of assiduously standing
up for his constituents and their interests is well known
to the House. The issue of HMRC closures is clearly of
particular importance to the people living on the Isle of
Wight, given its geographical isolation from the mainland.
He set out clearly and carefully the potential impact of
HMRC’s proposals on his constituents. I look forward
to hearing the Minister’s reply and how he intends to
ensure that such problems and issues are mitigated and
addressed.

The debate is timely; we heard only two weeks ago
about HMRC’s proposals to change the way in which it
supports customers who need extra help. I use the word
“customers”, because that is the language deployed by
HMRC and, no doubt, the Minister will use it in his
reply, but as the Public Accounts Committee has frequently
articulated, those who come into contact with HMRC
have little choice about whether they do so. Many of
those people—an estimated 1.5 million—find dealing
with HMRC difficult because they have a disability or a
mental health condition; they have low literacy or numeracy
skills; they do not speak or read English; they do not
have the confidence or capacity to deal with what can be
a very complex situation; or because of a combination
of any or all of the above. Ensuring that such people
have access to the best possible support and advice in
their dealings with HMRC is, of course, something that
we all wish for, and we on the Opposition side of the
House have regularly advocated that.

Mr Mark Williams: I want to add something to the
mix of problems that the hon. Lady identified. In my
constituency, we have a problem with broadband: 20%
of my constituency is not broadband-enabled. The assertion
is made that a lot more of the transactions and discussions
can take place over the internet, but that simply is not
available for many of my constituents. The Government
are doing some sterling work to change that, but a
solution for my constituents is some way off.

Catherine McKinnell: I thank the hon. Gentleman
for raising that issue, which is very important, not only
for areas without access to good broadband that allowed
online dealings with HMRC not to end in utter frustration
—even when people have broadband, it may not be
sufficiently fast—but for constituents who do not even
have computers or have access to them. I will mention
later a concern in my constituency, which is that many
public services, such as libraries and community centres,
are struggling, and some are set to close, but many
provide the only access that some people have to a
computer. Although we would love to live in a digital
age, we are not there yet.

We heard from the hon. Member for Isle of Wight, in
his excellent contribution, about the 10-week consultation
that was launched on 14 March, and the proposal to
close every one of the 281 inquiry centres that provide
face-to-face advice for customers. The centres are apparently
to be replaced by “more accessible”, “targeted” and
“tailored” services for people who need extra help in
engaging with HMRC, either all the time, or in response
to a particular life event, such as a bereavement. It is
proposed that the new service will include specialist

expert help over the telephone by a new team, and
face-to-face support delivered by a mobile team of
advisers, who can meet customers at suitably convenient
locations in the community, or in their home.

That issue is particularly pertinent to me, not only in
my capacity as shadow Exchequer Secretary, responding
to the debate, but because I represent the esteemed
people of Newcastle upon Tyne North, and HMRC
proposes to trial or pilot the new idea on them. From 3 June
to 31 October, the pilot will run throughout my region
of the north-east, and 13 inquiry centres will be closed
in the process. For the record, those centres comprise
Alnwick, Bishop Auckland, Hexham, Darlington, Durham,
Middlesbrough, Morpeth, Newcastle, Stockton, Sunderland
and—although I, and many proud Yorkshiremen and
women, might quibble over the Minister’s geographical
knowledge of the north-east—Bridlington, Scarborough
and York. Apparently, depending on the outcome of
the consultation and the pilot, HMRC states that it will
look to introduce the new service across the UK in
February 2014, resulting in the closure of the remaining
inquiry centres between March and May next year—
including the one in the Jobcentre Plus in Newport, on
the Isle of Wight.

The proposal will clearly also have a direct impact on
the 1,300 HMRC staff employed in inquiry centres
across the country, although I understand the intention
is that many of them will be redeployed either within
HMRC or to other parts of the civil service, and that is
to be welcomed. As I stated earlier, I fully support the
notion of providing a better service to the most vulnerable
people with whom HMRC comes into contact. I welcome
the fact that HMRC has said that it is working with
TaxAid, Tax Help for Older People, the Low Incomes
Tax Reform Group, Citizens Advice, Gingerbread, the
Child Poverty Action Group and Age UK as part of the
consultation on what additional support may be required
and how it might be delivered. However, I want to
probe the Minister on exactly how he thinks that HMRC
will be able to improve its performance in that area,
given the context in which the Department is operating.

I have previously told the Minister—indeed, only last
month in this Chamber—that serious concerns remain
about the customer service provided by HMRC. The
National Audit Office report on HMRC’s customer
service performance, published in December, revealed
genuinely troubling findings about the way in which
HMRC treats some of its customers. To remind hon.
Members, 20 million telephone calls went unanswered
by HMRC last year, costing customers £33 million in
call charges; that is in addition to the estimated £103 million
cost of customers’wasted time. As I have stated previously,
that is particularly worrying for people on low incomes
who cannot afford to sit waiting on the telephone, and
for small businesses that could be making much better
and more profitable use of their time, which is particularly
important in the current economic climate.

The Public Accounts Committee report on HMRC
customer service published earlier this month was equally
scathing, describing the Department as having an “abysmal
record” in this area. Those concerns have been echoed
by eminent professional bodies, such as the Chartered
Institute of Taxation and the Institute of Chartered
Accountants in England and Wales, whose members’
surveys have found significant concerns regarding the
customer service performance of HMRC, which often
fails to meet its basic responsibilities.
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I acknowledge that there appears to have been some
recent improvement in HMRC’s handling of post, but I
would be grateful if the Minister could clarify the
current position on its call-handling performance. According
to the answer to a parliamentary question I received
from the Minister only last month, the percentage of
calls not handled—in other words, unanswered—by
HMRC had gone up from 25.6% last year to 28.6% in
this financial year to date. Given that we are now only
days away from the end of the financial year, will the
Minister confirm whether that fall in performance has
continued, and if it has, what specific measures has he
put in place to ensure that it does not fall further?

That point is, of course, pertinent to this debate, not
only because of the concerns raised by the hon. Member
for Isle of Wight, but given the recent words of the
Chair of the Public Accounts Committee, my right hon.
Friend the Member for Barking (Margaret Hodge):

“Just how the department is going to improve standards of
customer service, given the prospect of its having fewer staff and
receiving a higher volume of calls, is open to question. HMRC
plans to cut the number of customer-facing staff by a third by
2015. At the same time, the stresses associated with introducing
the Real Time Information System, Universal Credit and changes
to child benefit are likely to drive up the number of phone calls to
the department…Since our hearing it has also been announced
that HMRC is to close all of its 281 enquiry centres which give
face-to-face advice to customers. This will undoubtedly put even
more pressure on phone lines.”

That is also relevant because HMRC’s consultation
document appears to suggest that anyone who requires
a face-to-face appointment with HMRC staff under the
new system can obtain one only once they have spoken
to at least two helpline advisers— and then a face-to-face
appointment will be offered at the discretion of HMRC
staff.

2.58 pm
Sitting suspended for a Division in the House.

3.10 pm
On resuming—

Catherine McKinnell: I would welcome a guarantee
from the Minister today that HMRC will significantly
increase its call handling and customer service performance
—perhaps beyond the relatively low targets it sets for
itself—before the new service is introduced.

Of course, the proposals that we are discussing today
are simply out for consultation. Indeed, HMRC itself
has stated:

“No final decision will be made until we have consulted on and
piloted the new service, and fully assessed the findings of the
consultation and the pilot.”

It has also said:
“We plan to close our Enquiry Centres as the new service is

introduced in 2014. This is subject to our making a formal
assessment of how the closures affect our customers, the local
communities they serve and our staff—as well as to the outcome
of a pilot of the new service in the North East of England.”

However, I question the extremely tight time scales and
the nature of the process. HMRC’s consultation ends
on 24 May, yet it proposes to introduce the pilot in my
region, thereby closing the existing inquiry centres, on
3 June—five working days later. It would be a genuinely
impressive improvement in HMRC’s response times if it
were able to process and adequately respond to all the

consultation submissions it receives in such a short
period. What will happen to the inquiry centres in the
north-east if the pilot does not turn out to be a success?
Will they re-open? Indeed, what measures will HMRC
use to determine whether the north-east trial delivers
what is intended? We often hear that Government pilots
are “doomed to succeed” and I very much suspect that
that is the case in the present instance. Does the Minister
share my concern that HMRC staff have apparently
already been told that it is “highly likely” that all 281
centres will close before the outcomes of either the
consultation or the pilot are even known?

I understand the rationale behind HMRC’s proposals,
based as they are on the decline in the number of people
using inquiry centres over recent years from more than
5 million in 2005-06 to around 2.5 million in 2011-12.
HMRC also states that it has conducted detailed research,
which
“confirms that inquiry centres no longer meet the needs of our
customers”.

Will the Minister address the concerns of the PCS
union that that research was flawed? Did those conducting
research on behalf of HMRC really not give people the
option of selecting “speaking to someone in person”,
when asking whether customers would prefer to deal
with the department “by phone, post or online”?

It is not only PCS that is raising concerns about the
proposals. The director of tax at Berg Kaprow Lewis,
David Whiscombe, has said:

“No doubt many taxpayers would be happy to deal with
HMRC online or via call centres if either were reliably available.
But there is a swathe of taxpayers who are uncomfortable with
these methods including numbers of the elderly, less literate or
less articulate sections of the population for whom face-to-face
contact delivers the only sensible option.

For HMRC to disregard them is arrogant, insensitive and, dare
I say it just plain stupid”.

Jane Moore, tax faculty technical manager at ICAEW,
commented:

“I’m disappointed because I think a lot of people could still
make use of the Enquiry Centres. For the last few years I don’t
think the Revenue has done enough to publicise them or provide a
comprehensive service.”

Those are worrying concerns being expressed by experts
in the field.

Finally, I would like to mention an important concern
in addition to those that I have raised already, and those
raised by the hon. Member for Isle of Wight. It was
briefly addressed when the hon. Member for Ceredigion
(Mr Williams) raised it. HMRC states that it will be able
to provide its new tailored service to those customers
who need most support in a number of venues, including
local libraries and community centres. However, as I
have said, hundreds of libraries, community centres and
other local facilities are either closed or facing closure
as a result of the cuts that the Government have dished
out to local government funding.

Those cuts are being targeted at areas such as northern
cities, and many of the London boroughs with the
highest needs. In such places there are likely to be more
of the type of people for whom HMRC states it wants
to provide a better service. What discussions is the
Minister having with his colleagues in the Department
for Communities and Local Government about the
impact of their funding decisions on the venues from
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which HMRC hopes to be able to provide its new
service? I am sure we would all agree that there is little
point in HMRC offering face-to-face advice in community
facilities if those facilities no longer exist.

3.16 pm

The Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury (Mr David
Gauke): It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship
once again, Mr Benton. I congratulate my hon. Friend
the Member for Isle of Wight (Mr Turner) on securing
the debate, which has provided an opportunity to discuss
why HMRC is introducing a new service to support
customers who need extra help, and to clarify what that
means for customers and staff. I thank the hon. Member
for Newcastle upon Tyne North (Catherine McKinnell)
for her remarks and her balanced comments about the
proposal. I hope to address the questions raised by both
hon. Members in my remarks.

Several concerns have been raised in the debate about
the new service, and particularly HMRC’s plans to close
its network of inquiry centres. I would like to address
the three main concerns that have been raised today: the
impact on HMRC staff; whether a face-to-face service
will continue; and what the changes really mean for
people who currently use inquiry centres.

First, in relation to the impact of these proposals on
HMRC staff, as Members will be aware, HMRC has
recently written to all Members of Parliament about the
proposal. That included a confirmation of something
that I want to stress again today: that the proposals are
no reflection on the dedication and commitment of the
1,300 HMRC staff working in the inquiry centres, including
the nine staff based in Newport on the Isle of Wight.
HMRC will be looking to redeploy staff affected by the
proposals, including those in the north-east pilot area—I
hesitate to call it that, since, as the hon. Member for
Newcastle upon Tyne North pointed out, it extends
beyond the north-east region—to other roles within
HMRC or in other Departments.

For the majority of affected staff—about 1,000 of
them in fact—we expect redeployment to be relatively
straightforward. Many inquiry centres are based in
buildings alongside other HMRC staff, or near other
HMRC offices, where inquiry centre staff can be moved
into new roles, either in HMRC or in other Departments.
There will also be a need for staff in the new mobile
face-to-face advisory service that will be introduced,
and that could include staff based on the Isle of Wight.

My hon. Friend asked about the situation on the Isle
of Wight. I think that he has been informed that a post
in the mobile advisory service will not be available for
those who are based there, but let me reassure him that
that has not been decided. The pilot will test the new
service and the skills and needs necessary for the mobile
service. HMRC will work closely with all stakeholders
to ensure that customers get the service they need. No
decisions have been taken on where the people serving
the Isle of Wight will be based. I shall take on board my
hon. Friend’s comments and his representation that
some of those providing the mobile service on the Isle
of Wight should be permanently based there. I can provide
no guarantees, but equally I can provide some reassurance
that no decisions have been made on that front.

Where there is no HMRC office nearby, staff might
be offered roles that will involve slightly longer travel
times. If there is no redeployment possibility in HMRC,
remaining staff will be helped to find another role in the
civil service. HMRC has tried-and-tested methods in
place to manage the impact on staff and will endeavour
to avoid compulsory redundancies where possible.

Mr Turner: I am glad to hear what the Minister says
and am grateful for his non-promise—I understand why
he gave it in that way. How many other jobs are there in
the civil service on the Isle of Wight?

Mr Gauke: I am not in a position to answer that
specific question. I am sure that my hon. Friend is
closely informed of the job opportunities available on
the Isle of Wight. I made a general point that HMRC
will show considerable willingness to deal with staff in
the best way possible. If one looks at the scale of the
reduction in the number of people working for HMRC
over a long period—since its formation in 2005—
compulsory redundancy has been necessary on a very
limited number of occasions. HMRC has a good record
of ensuring that its staff are well looked after.

Concerns were raised that the closure of the inquiry
centres marks the end of HMRC’s dedicated face-to-face
advisory service. I can reassure hon. Members that that
is simply not the case. A face-to-face service is about
people, not bricks and mortar. What is important is that
HMRC provides an accessible and flexible, face-to-face
service that meets the needs of customers and can be
tailored to the specific needs of particular locations,
including the Isle of Wight. That is what HMRC proposes
to do, only it will do it where it is most convenient for
customers, whether that is in their local community,
place of work or even, if they so wish, in their own
homes. A modern face-to-face service is not about
maintaining a patchwork network of buildings set up in
the 1950s, when the needs and expectations of customers
have changed. Inquiry centres are not universal; large
parts of the UK are not even served by them.

The use of the centres has fallen sharply in recent
years: visitor numbers have halved, from more than
5 million in 2005-06 to 2.5 million in 2011-12, and some
inquiry centres are now open just one day a week,
because local demand is so low. I shall address the Isle
of Wight specifically. My hon. Friend quoted some
numbers on the usage on the Isle of Wight. HMRC’s
management information system shows that the Isle of
Wight inquiry centre had 7,032 visitors in 2005-06, but
since then the number has fallen: in the 2011 calendar
year, it was 4,763; in the 2011-12 financial year, it was
3,622; in the 2012 calendar year, it was 3,298; and the
projected number of visitors for the 2012-13 financial
year is 2,886. There is a clear trend. The number is
going down.

Catherine McKinnell: What does HMRC analyse as
being the reason for the decline? Is it entirely because
people contact it in a different way—over the internet,
telephone and so on? Does the projected number take
into consideration the significant changes pending for
universal credit, the real-time information system, child
care and so on?

Mr Gauke: As far as we can see, the driver for the fall
in the number of people using inquiry centres is that
people prefer to use other means of communication.
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There are always particular challenges within the tax
system that might cause an increase in demand and
phone calls. Steps are taken to reduce some of that
demand from time to time.

In that context, it is worth turning to the research,
which the hon. Lady touched on, that helped guide
HMRC in its decision. It was undertaken by an independent
agency, adhering to strict industry guidelines, and its
findings confirm that face-to-face support works best
for some HMRC customers who need extra help. It also
says that any service for customers who need extra help
must be as flexible and as accessible as possible, which is
why HMRC is introducing specialist, expert over-the-phone
help and working closely with the voluntary and community
sector. A face-to-face service is an important part of the
proposal, but it is worth underlining that the inquiries
of the 2.5 million or so who visit HMRC centres are
satisfied over the telephone. They use the inquiry centres
to phone contact centres, which leads us to the important
issue of ensuring that contact centres provide an adequate
service.

I shall take this opportunity to respond to the hon.
Lady’s questions. The number of call attempts handled
for February this year was 91.8%, which is considerably
higher than it has been at any time since HMRC’s
formation. I remember that the number was 45% for
2010-11, and I think it was about 75% for the previous
years, as it has been subsequently. HMRC’s ability to
handle calls has therefore increased, which is welcome
progress, and that, to be honest, is what we should
expect from HMRC—progress on the standards.

To elaborate on the point I made a moment or so ago,
HMRC’s analysis of inquiry centre use shows that 84%
of the centres’ customers did not need a face-to-face
meeting and were able to get the help they needed over
the phone or online. The 400,000 customers who did
need face-to-face advice had to travel to their nearest
inquiry centre to make an appointment, and if there
was no appointment free at that time, go back on
another day to take up their appointment. The service is
not particularly convenient even for those who do have
a centre nearby.

HMRC’s research, which I referred to a moment ago,
shows that up to 1.5 million customers need extra help
with their tax and benefits affairs. Many just need help
for a specific event in their lives—for example, when
they approach retirement, deal with the death of a
family member or declare new income for the first
time—and others may have low literacy or numeracy
skills, or difficulties coping with their affairs as a result
of a mental health condition. Most of the 1.5 million
people who need extra help do not currently use an
inquiry centre. HMRC has researched the needs of
those customers and that research has helped in the
design of the new service.

The new service will provide specialist expert help
over the phone for those who need it, and its advisers
will take the time to sort out issues if they can. Customers
will be able to phone from home and arrange a call-back
if they cannot afford the call themselves, or they may
use a free phone at a local Jobcentre Plus. Customers
needing extra help will be quickly identified and put
straight through to a trained adviser who has more
time, as well as the skills, knowledge and empathy
needed to handle the inquiry at a pace that suits the
customer.

If the adviser cannot sort out issues over the phone,
face-to-face support, delivered by a mobile adviser, will
be arranged at a place and time convenient to the
customer. It might be at a library or a local authority
location close to the customer’s home, but I must reassure
my hon. Friend that it will not involve the Isle of Wight
ferry service. If someone needs a home visit, HMRC
will arrange for a local home visitor to contact them
and arrange a convenient appointment time between
8 am and 8 pm every working day. That is much more
convenient than being constrained to a fixed location
that is potentially difficult to access and often open for
only one day a week. Extra help will also be delivered
through voluntary and community sector organisations,
such as Citizens Advice and TaxAid, with additional
funding from HMRC.

The new service will be not only better but more cost-
effective. Customers will save an estimated £12 million a
year, through such things as reduced travel costs, and from
April HMRC will convert its 0845 numbers to 03 numbers,
making calling HMRC cheaper for all customers.

The current network of 281 inquiry centres is
unsustainably expensive. The average cost of an
appointment across the network has risen from £106 in
2009-10 to £152, and in some inquiry centres it is up to
£500. By comparison, it costs an average of £3 per
phone call and just 9p per online transaction. Members
will appreciate that that expense is just not sustainable
in the current economic climate. The new service will
save HMRC up to £13 million a year.

HMRC will reinvest some of the savings from the
closure of the inquiry centre network into the new face-
to-face service and the voluntary and community sector
support. To ensure that the phones are answered when
people call, HMRC is investing £34 million in its contact
centres. HMRC has also worked extremely hard to
make big improvements to its customer service following
the Public Accounts Committee report, which was touched
upon by my hon. Friend the Member for Isle of Wight
and the hon. Member for Newcastle upon Tyne North.
As a result, it currently answers more than 90% of the
call attempts it receives each week.

In designing the new service, HMRC has worked
closely with a number of voluntary sector partners,
including Citizens Advice, as well as tax charities such
as TaxAid and Tax Help for Older People. On 14 March,
HMRC launched a public consultation on how the new
service would be implemented. The consultation focuses
on the following: how a new service would be delivered
in practice and whether refinements are needed for
particular customer groups; the impact that closing
inquiry centres would have on local communities, customers
and diversity groups; the impact of the new service on
the voluntary and community sector; and the support
needed for customers to make the transition to other
channels. The public consultation will enable staff also
to feed in their views, and a summary of the responses
will be published by the end of summer 2013.

A pilot of the new service in what I should perhaps
describe as the greater north-east of England, will involve
closing 13 inquiry centres and testing the new service
between 3 June and 31 October 2013. That will help in
gathering more information to ensure that the service is
absolutely right for the customer, and a decision on
whether to roll out the service nationwide will be made
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in December 2013. If the roll-out proceeds, the new
service is expected to be launched between February
and May 2014.

In conclusion, HMRC is making the changes in order
better to meet the needs of the 1.5 million customers
who need more help with their tax and benefits. HMRC
is modernising its approach to break free from the
outdated network of bricks and mortar and to provide
a more flexible and accessible face-to-face service for
people who really need it, including on the Isle of
Wight. The proposals will target help at those who need
it most, in a way that is better for them and more
cost-effective for both them and the taxpayer. As a
responsible employer, HMRC is taking all the right
steps to minimise the impacts that the changes will have
on its staff.

Mr Joe Benton (in the Chair): The sitting is suspended
until 4 o’clock.

3.34 pm
Sitting suspended.

Bee Health

4 pm

Sarah Newton (Truro and Falmouth) (Con): It is a
great honour to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Benton.
This year’s Budget quite rightly supports those people
who are working hard and contributing to our economy.
Life is tough for many hard-working people, and we are
doing all we can to support them. Particular focus has
been directed at people investing in British businesses
and employing more people. The national growth strategy
has identified sectors of our economy that are strong,
that are growing and that have the opportunity to
generate increased wealth for our nation by making
more things and exporting them overseas. In the next
10 minutes or so, I would like the Minister to think
about another army of workers that needs our support
right now—Britain’s bees.

Agribusinesses, farmers, and food and drinks
manufacturers are quite rightly identified as significant
contributors to our economy and to our future prosperity.
In my constituency, this sector is helping to lead the way
towards sustainable, export-driven growth. Food, drink
and farming businesses employ nearly a third of working
people across Cornwall. Local products include the
iconic pasty, the native oyster, wine, cider, beer, soft fruit
and vegetables, and even tea, which is grown at Tregothnan
and exported to China.

Nationally, the agri-food and drink sector contributes
£85 billion a year to the UK economy and provides
employment for 3.5 million people. Without a strong
work force of bees, we will not be able to realise the
potential of this sector in the coming years. Nearly all
the drinks and food that I have mentioned need bees as
pollinators. Bees deliver that service better than anything
else in our ecosystem. It is estimated that manual pollination,
which is the only option if a catastrophic decline in bee
numbers takes place, would cost British farmers up to
£1.8 billion every year. Don’t get me wrong—like all
wildlife, the bee population is important in its own
right, and as part of a balanced ecosystem, which is
vital for our health and well-being. However, as we are
so rightly focused at the moment in Parliament on the
economy, the focus of my speech is on the economic
benefits of bee health.

The Department for Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs has done much to try to understand why the bee
population in Britain, the EU and the USA is declining.
In the UK alone, the number of managed honey bee
colonies fell by 53% between 1985 and 2005. I know
that my right hon. Friend the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairsunderstands that
pollinators, including bees, are essential to the health of
our natural environment and to the prosperity of our
farming industry. DEFRA has estimated that pollination
is worth several hundred million pounds every year.
Also, bees are among our greatest allies in delivering
DEFRA’s twin priorities of animal health and plant
health. The Department is implementing the healthy
bees plan, working with beekeepers to provide training
and respond to pest and disease threats. Within that
plan, DEFRA’s national bee unit provides inspection,
diagnostic and training services to beekeepers. Before
I entered Parliament, I was a trainee beekeeper, and I
very much appreciated the helpful advice of those helping
me to learn the craft, particularly inspectors.
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Work under the “Biodiversity 2020”banner is delivering
more and improved habitats for bees and other pollinators.
A further bee-supporting project is the entry-level
stewardship scheme for farmers, which promotes the
growth of beneficial plants for bees and pollinators.
Natural England is working hard with farmers to help
them to identify areas of land to provide these habitats,
and £10 million has been allocated to a range of research
projects that will help bees and pollinators.

Taken as a whole, these measures represent a lot of
different activities that are focused on trying to understand
why bees are declining, and on taking action to reverse
that trend. Most recently, DEFRA has been involved at
the EU level in considering the restriction of some
chemicals that are used mostly by our cereal crop farmers
as pesticides. Just last week, the chief scientific adviser
told the Select Committee on Science and Technology,
of which I am a member, that he did not feel that there
was sufficient evidence to ban the chemicals that are
under consideration, but that we should keep the decision
under review while awaiting more scientific evidence.
He also said that we need to bear in mind the impact of
withdrawing the chemicals in the pesticides, including
the impact that would have on food prices, especially
the prices of winter wheat and rape.

Steve Brine (Winchester) (Con): I will be brief. My
constituent, Hugh Sykes, who is the chairman of the
Winchester and District Beekeepers Association, and
whom I have met many times, has been in touch with
me—along with hundreds of other constituents—on
this subject, and he contacted me specifically about the
recent vote on the issue in Europe. Does my hon. Friend
know why our right hon. Friend the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs abstained on
that vote? Also, although I appreciate what she is saying,
does she not agree that until the science is proven on
this particular pesticide—the Secretary of State said
that he was a sceptic on the subject of this particular
pesticide, as are many people—we should perhaps hold
back from using it, given that there is clearly something
greatly affecting the bee populations in our constituencies?

Sarah Newton: Like my hon. Friend, I have been
contacted by many hundreds of constituents on this
issue—I am sure that all MPs have—because many of
our constituents take such a close interest in our
environment and care for it, which is to be welcomed as
it is a really good thing. There has been some excellent
campaigning work done by, for example, Friends of the
Earth.

As far as I understand from my correspondence with
the Secretary of State, the reason for the abstention,
which was backed up by the chief scientific adviser, is
that the evidence is not clear as to how harmful some of
these chemicals are. DEFRA operates on the precautionary
principle when making decisions. It has agreed to ensure
that the research in this area is kept open and continues,
and it has also agreed that if any harmful impact is
detected, it will, of course, act. I hope that my hon.
Friend, when he has listened to more of what I have to
say, will understand that I think we need a more holistic
approach to how we are handling this problem. Much
as I would love to think that there is one silver bullet,
there probably is not, and we need to consider all the
different contributing factors that have been leading,
undeniably, to bee decline.

I return to the impact of reducing the use of these
pesticides. Reducing their use would also reduce the
quantity of crops, and that could have a detrimental
effect on the bee population because it would reduce
some of the bees’ foraging habitat, as well as reducing
biodiversity.

Bees have been in decline for some time, as I am sure
the beekeepers with whom my hon. Friend is in regular
contact have been telling him. We have been hoping to
discover a single reason, such as a disease that was
causing the collapse of colonies and that could be
cured, or one particular chemical that could be identified
and banned. However, I think we have come to realise
that there will not be a single solution, and that this is a
complex problem.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I congratulate the
hon. Lady on bringing this matter to the House. I can
well remember those halcyon days of the late 1960s and
early 1970s when I was a young boy down in Clady
outside Strabane. In those days, the sun shone regularly;
it does not seem to shine as much now. Does she feel
that the change in weather conditions is one of the
factors contributing to the decline of bee numbers
across the whole of the United Kingdom, including
Northern Ireland? The reason I well recall that time in
Clady as a young boy is that bees’ honeycombs were
something that we prized zealously and refused to share
with anyone. I am hoping that those days will return
and that the bees can come back, because they are
important for the countryside. There were bog meadows
and open land, and there was not the same agricultural
intensification that there is now. Does she feel that those
things are also important factors, and that perhaps we
need to see more land set aside?

Sarah Newton: The hon. Gentleman makes a very
good point. I know, for example, that last year beekeepers
in Cornwall, like beekeepers all over the country, had to
feed their bees in the hives because of the appalling
weather. Where we have bees in managed colonies, that
is fine, but the wild bees and solitary bees are not
receiving that sort of care and attention, and they will
be even worse affected by the weather. Without those
beekeepers feeding the bees in their hives, we would
have seen an even greater loss of bee numbers. Look at
the weather outside today. Lots of flowers are blossoming,
which the bees would naturally be pollinating, but what
with the freezing temperatures and the winds, the bees
will, rightly, be huddled up in their hives, relying on
beekeepers to feed them until the wind drops and
temperatures rise, so that they can venture outside.
Undoubtedly, climate change will be having an impact
on bees. When I talk about research, I shall mention
that as one factor contributing to what is happening to
all the bee colonies.

The hon. Gentleman rightly identifies that these are
complex problems and only a range of activities can
resolve them. We need a holistic approach, looking at
the many contributing factors in a joined-up strategy,
led by DEFRA and involving other Departments. I am
asking the Minister to ask the Secretary of State to
consider implementing a British bee strategy that would
work across Departments and with stakeholders to
develop a holistic action plan, with identifiable outcomes
and budget allocations.
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Parliament rightly demands evidence-based policy
making, so let us start with the science. The Government
have committed large sums to the science budget. An
annual research spend of £4.6 billion has been ring-fenced
in the 2010 comprehensive spending review, with additional
investment of £1.3 billion in research budgets over the
next three years. The UK has world-class universities of
which we are rightly proud, and the science and innovation
that they generate are a potential source of prosperity,
as scientific discoveries are commercialised by businesses
working with universities, creating beneficial products
and services.

In addition to the DEFRA budget allocated for bee
and pollinator research, I should like to see the Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills working with the
major research councils to identify a pot of money from
the existing, and recently increased, funding for science.
This could be used to commission university-based
scientists, working in partnership with industry, to create
a new generation of pesticides and fungicides that have
less harmful effects to pollinators; to develop disease-
resistant seeds to prevent the need for chemical treatment;
and to explore different methods of crop husbandry to
prevent the use of harmful pesticides and chemicals in
the environment. All these have the potential to improve
bee health, and are areas of science in which we already
have a great deal of expertise.

It is important to recognise that the UK’s crop-protection
sector has a vital role to play, but as with any market, it
can work well to deliver innovation and quality. It is
worth remembering that in the UK a pesticide is released
on to the market only after an average of nine years’
extensive research. However, as recent news about antibiotics
has shown, sometimes Government intervention is needed.
The chief medical officer has recently warned that,
because antibiotics are relatively cheap and not very
profitable to pharmaceutical companies, they have made
little investment in innovation. As a result, we face
humans becoming immune to current antibiotics within
the next 20 years—a risk to our well-being greater than
climate change. The chief medical officer has called on
the Government to use some of the money earmarked
for investment in science to discover the next generation
of antibiotics. She has also highlighted the need for
international collaboration on the management of
antibiotics. We need to think in the same way to tackle
declining bee health.

Andrew Jones (Harrogate and Knaresborough) (Con):
I strongly agree with my hon. Friend’s suggestion about
creating a British bee strategy; that is vital. She makes
the case powerfully for a strong, healthy bee population
to ensure pollination in agriculture and biodiversity in
our environment. Does she agree that it is important for
a focus to be maintained across Government, and to
bring together all the different resources from Departments
to try to tackle and reverse this decline in bee numbers?

Sarah Newton: That is important. As I said, DEFRA
has done a huge amount, and this Government should
be proud of their track record in tackling the issue, but
we need to step it up with more urgency and draw on all
the resources of Government, not just on DEFRA.
DEFRA is quite a low-spending Department, and it
needs the extra sums that are available, particularly in

BIS, for science and innovation, so that it can bring
those extra resources to bear. DEFRA has done well to
be still investing in bee research, having had to make
cuts in expenditure—it is to be commended for that—but
the scale of the challenge is so great that we should be
reaching out to BIS and other pots of science money
and commissioning research. Not only would that be
beneficial for our bee population, agriculture, farming
and the environment, but once these products are developed
they could be exported and could generate a great deal
of wealth in our country.

All this takes time. Root-cause research would take
years—pesticides can take nine years to come to market—so
there are things we need to do in the interim. We should
listen closely to the calls of Friends of the Earth, which
put together a national bee action plan, with some
sensible steps that could be taken. I should like the
Government to consider that.

We could create bee worlds by encouraging local
authorities and the farming sector to work together to
increase the availability of good feeding and nesting
sites for bees. The mayor of Truro, Lindsay Southcombe,
is using her year as mayor to highlight what we can do
locally. We can do lots of things at a local level. We need
to protect existing sites, conserving the lowland and
upland meadows where bees thrive. We should ensure
that science-based advice and guidance is provided to
farmers and other bodies, setting out how those habitats
can be better protected. This advice can be provided
only if adequate expertise on bees is retained within
Government agencies. For successful delivery of habitat
creation and restoration for bees locally, we must ensure
that that expertise is available at all levels in local
authorities. We do have the bee inspectorate, and that
must be preserved, but it must also be built on.

Finally, we need to consider commissioning research
on new pest-control technologies and drawing on global
best practice, with the aim of developing pest-control
methods that maintain farming yields while minimising
the impact on pollinator populations. That is the clear
call of Friends of the Earth, which believes that stakeholders
can be brought together and can help develop best
practice, working alongside the Government, that can
then be rolled out across the UK.

The evidence that bee populations are declining is
clear. We have talked about that in respect of honey
bees, but it also applies to wild bees and solitary bees. If
we stand by and allow this decline to carry on, it would
hit key sectors of our economy hard. The Government’s
investment in a range of activities and research aimed at
slowing this decline, and better understanding it, is to
be welcomed. Now is the time to move to the next stage:
to put together a holistic cross-departmental strategy
aimed at developing new biodiversity-friendly approaches
to crop protection that the rest of the world will welcome.
Now is the time to show British bees, British farmers
and the British food and drink producers that we are on
their side, and will work with them to tackle this significant
problem for our health, our well-being and our environment.

4.18 pm

The Minister of State, Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs (Mr David Heath): It is a pleasure
to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Benton. I
congratulate my hon. Friend the hon. Member for
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Truro and Falmouth (Sarah Newton) not only on securing
a debate on an important subject, but on the balanced
way that she presented her arguments.

A healthy bee population is crucial not only to agriculture,
but to the environment and the economy, so we have to
get this right. I have a record of raising these issues
when in opposition: some five or six years ago, I was
one of those who was pressing strongly for a proper
approach to bee health and for the then Government to
invest in it. It is therefore a particular pleasure for me to
respond to this debate on behalf of my noble friend
Lord De Mauley, whose responsibility it is, and to
highlight what we have been doing to improve bee
health and our future plans.

Over the past five years there has been a welcome
resurgence in interest in keeping bees. Many new beekeepers
have turned to local and national beekeeping associations
for information and support on how best to look after
the pollinator species. The British Beekeepers Association,
for example, reports that its membership has increased
from some 16,500 in 2009 to 25,000 in 2013. The
Government are playing their part in supporting and
maintaining that growth in interest. The main focus of
our efforts to protect bee health is through the work of
the national bee unit, which is acknowledged as having
one of the best bee health surveillance programmes in
Europe.

It might be helpful if I quickly set out what the
national bee unit does. First, it has an inspection
and enforcement role: the unit has a team of some
60 professional bee inspectors out in the field controlling
notifiable diseases and surveying for exotic pests. Thanks
to their work and the results of the random apiary
survey, which is internationally probably one of the
biggest bee health surveys of its kind ever undertaken,
we now have a detailed understanding of the health
status of the nation’s bees and can use that information
to target our inspection programmes to best effect. I am
pleased to report that the incidence of the two notifiable
diseases—European and American foul brood—remains
nationally low, with infection rates around half those
observed during the 1990s. Also, most importantly, no
evidence has been found of exotic pests, such as the small
hive beetle, and the pests remain absent from the UK.

Secondly, the national bee unit and its inspectors
provide advice and support to beekeepers on pests and
diseases, with emphasis on varroa management, during
their inspection visits, or through training and education
programmes jointly run with beekeeping associations.
Last year, the unit took part in nearly 500 training
events attended by more than 22,000 beekeepers. Guidance
is also provided online: the unit’s website, BeeBase,
provides a wide range of information for beekeepers to
help keep their honey bees healthy and productive. I am
pleased to report that the number of beekeepers registered
on BeeBase has increased from some 12,000 in 2006 to
more than 29,000 today. All those services are provided
by the inspectors without charge.

Protecting bee health is not something the Government
can achieve by themselves, nor should it be. The various
challenges and threats can be properly addressed only
through effective partnership working. The Government
are co-funding a range of beekeeping association-led
initiatives that are already beginning to deliver improvements
with, for example, 400 new beekeeper trainers being
trained and a suite of new training materials and courses

already available. One of those programmes is the
development of an apprenticeship scheme to encourage
young people to become bee farmers, and we are working
with the Bee Farmers’ Association to develop the
programme further.

That is the context of what we are doing, but I know
my hon. Friend and many of our constituents are
worried about the perceived threat from the neonicotinoids.
I take that threat extremely seriously. We must take any
threat to bees and pollinators seriously, and we have
kept the evidence on neonicotinoids under open-minded
scrutiny. We have consistently made it clear that we will
restrict the use of such products if the evidence shows
the need. That is the crucial point for us at the moment
as a Department that works on the basis of evidence.
Although the potential for toxic effects has been shown,
Government scientists and the independent Advisory
Committee on Pesticides last year advised that the
evidence then available did not indicate harmful exposure
in the field. The field evidence is limited, however, and
focused on honey bees, so we commissioned research on
the field effects of neonicotinoids on bumble bees. That
work has just been completed and the results are positive,
although not conclusive. In particular, the researchers
found no relationship between colony growth and
neonicotinoid residues in pollen or nectar in the colonies.

Following completion of the study, DEFRA has drawn
up a short assessment of all the key current evidence,
which I have arranged to be placed in the Library—
hon. Members might like to look at it. The assessment
cannot exclude rare effects of neonicotinoids on bees in
the field, but suggests that those effects do not occur
in normal circumstances. We are also analysing the
implications for the environment and for agriculture of
possible restrictions on neonicotinoids. If neonicotinoids
were not available, farmers would switch to alternative
insecticides that remain legally available, and it is important
to understand the implications of that.

The European Commission proposed significant
restrictions on neonicotinoids, which, as my hon. Friend
mentioned, was put to a vote on 15 March. The United
Kingdom abstained. I underline that we did not take
that step because we have closed our mind to taking
action; we abstained because the Commission’s proposal
was not well thought through. We have urged the
Commission to complete the scientific assessment, taking
account of our new research. We have also emphasised
the need to assess the impacts of action, so that the
measures taken are proportionate to the risks. We will
continue to make that case in Europe.

The difference between the laboratory tests on which
much of the information is based and the field trials
that we have now undertaken is that the dosage levels
are not comparable. The dosage in the field is much
lower than that used in the laboratory experiments, so
the toxicity might not be demonstrable or replicable in
field conditions. We need to investigate that important
aspect further.

Zac Goldsmith (Richmond Park) (Con): A number of
European countries certainly believe that the evidence
justifies a moratorium—we know that from the vote.
The Minister’s Department also believes that there are
risks, although it is not convinced that the risks are high
enough to justify a moratorium. Would he, as a secondary
step, or perhaps as a compromise, consider doing what
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many have recommended, which is introducing a
moratorium on the use of neonicotinoids for non-farm
applications, such as golf courses, private gardens, urban
areas and so on? That might help the scientific process
and the journey that DEFRA is currently on.

Mr Heath: We will consider the effectiveness of all
propositions that are on the table. My concern about
agricultural use is that we need to assess carefully the
environmental consequences, including the consequences
for bee health, of using other substances, such as pyrethroids
and organophosphates, as an alternative. I will certainly
consider what my hon. Friend has to say.

We have joined some of the UK’s major research
funders to fund projects aimed at researching the causes
and consequences of threats to insect pollinators, including
honey bees. Understanding the threats will help us to
identify the best possible action to support those species
for the future. That is the key, given the role of pollinators
in agricultural production, estimated to be worth more
than £500 million, and in our overall food security. The
initiative’s total spend is up to £10 million over five
years, to which DEFRA has contributed £2.5 million.
We look forward to seeing the results of those studies
over the next two years.

My hon. Friend the Member for Truro and Falmouth
mentioned that there are other stress factors, and she is
absolutely right. The other stress factors include weather—
the point made by the hon. Member for Strangford (Jim
Shannon)—pest infestations or infections, nutrition and
hive management. We need to consider all those factors
in the round. She also mentioned the key importance of
having a bee strategy, and emphasised that pollination
is more than just about the role of honey bees. Lord de
Mauley has announced that he is considering exactly
what she suggests—the development of a more holistic
health strategy to cover all pollinators—and he has
been meeting interested parties, such as Friends of the
Earth, to explore what added value that approach might
bring.

I end by stressing to hon. Members that the Government
are committed to continue playing their part, working
in partnership with beekeepers and other interested
parties, to sustain the health of honey bees and other
key pollinators. This is an extraordinarily important
subject, and I and my noble Friend Lord de Mauley are
determined to get it right. We must do so by considering
all the consequences and taking action as seems appropriate
on the basis of the evidence. I am grateful to my hon.
Friend for introducing the debate.

Under-Occupancy Penalty (Birkenhead)

4.30 pm

Mr Frank Field (Birkenhead) (Lab): Mr Benton, it is
a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, on not
only a personal but a regional level, as I will explain. I
am grateful to the Speaker for giving me the opportunity
to debate this issue, which unfairly affects my constituency,
yours and others in the north-west.

I have been in the House for more than three decades,
and I have witnessed many so-called welfare reform
measures, but I have never witnessed a measure as
grossly unfair as this one. As the Minister well knows,
under-occupancy is a supply-side issue, yet we are trying
to control the demand side to make people on low
incomes fit into the regimented holes into which the
Government would like them to fit.

I know the Government have a fig leaf to parade
around to cover their nakedness, and no doubt we will
hear about it. They will say that there is a huge number
of people in social housing properties who have too
many bedrooms and a shortage of social housing. If
only those damn people would move from their under-
occupied properties to ones that fit, a major problem
would be solved. We all know that it will not be, for
reasons that I hope to explain.

I feel so strongly about what the Government are
doing to my constituents and similarly placed constituents
around the country that I call on both social housing
and housing association landlords to defy the measures,
not by not operating them, but by doing what landlords
did after the nine years’war, when a Government similarly
stretched for money imposed a window tax. In many
instances—we see it in older properties in our
constituencies—landlords bricked up windows. I hope
that landlords will brick up the doors to spare bedrooms
and, where appropriate, knock down the walls, so that
the properties can safely fit the tenants. I have never
before asked for direct action. I do so now because I feel
that the measures are grossly unfair. In more than three
decades, I have never debated such a vicious cut. Even if
most people wished to do what the Government want
them to do, they would be unable to do it.

The background to the case is that the Government
claim that there are 1 million spare bedrooms throughout
the country, and that the subsidy for those spare bedrooms
costs £500 million. If only they could get people to
move around to fit into the accommodation that the
Government would like them to have, £500 million in
public expenditure would be saved. The means of doing
so are as follows. From April this year, those who have
one so-called spare bedroom will lose 14% of their
housing benefit, and those who have two spare rooms
will lose 25% of their housing benefit.

This is the last opportunity for the House to debate
this wretched measure before it comes into effect in our
constituencies. We know that about one third of social
tenants will be affected, and that their average loss of
benefit will be £14 a week. We know that 40,000 will
lose their entitlement entirely, and, as I said, a higher
percentage of tenants in the north-west will be affected
than in London and the south-east.

In this debate, I will rely on figures supplied by
Riverside, one of the larger housing associations offering
accommodation to my constituents. Some 25% of its
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tenants will be affected by this vicious little measure,
and 20% of tenants of Wirral Partnership Homes will
be affected. Let us look at the facts that Riverside dug
out. In the three years between 2008 and 2011, in one
part of my constituency, Tranmere and Rock Ferry,
500 new tenancy allocations were made. Of those
households, 302 needed one bedroom, yet only 126 one-
bedroom flats were available. Even if those tenants
wanted accommodation that fitted their needs as defined
by the Government, they would not be able to meet the
policy. Riverside sensibly asked those who would be
affected by this vicious little measure what they intended
to do to try to balance the books. Some 32% said that
they would try to move to smaller properties, 11% said
that they would ask people in their household to help
them pay the rent, 16% said that they would ask people
outside their household, 17% said that they would try to
earn extra money, 9% said that they would take a
lodger, and 42% said that they would probably fail to
pay the rent.

I want to dwell on two aspects. One is the 17% who
said that they would try to earn more money. One of the
Merseyside police’s worries about the measure is that
there has been a significant increase in the number of
people being encouraged to use spare bedrooms to grow
pot. One consequence of this Government action will
be to enable those gangs who try to enrol vulnerable
constituents to make extra money in that way. That will
be a real first for the Government. They should be
proud, shouldn’t they?

Let us then look at the 42% who will fail to pay their
rent. They will face eviction due to significant reductions
in their income. Of course, they will try for a time to cut
down on other necessities, such as fuel. I can switch on
the heating, but unlike me, many of my constituents do
not switch it on during the day. They will now spend
even less time with their heating on. Others will eat a far
less healthy diet.

When push comes to shove, what will those with
children do? They might let their rent fall into arrears,
which the Government do not seem to realise is a far
better option than not paying other bills, because other
bills attract penal rates of interest if they are not paid,
and as yet—although no doubt there will be a measure
to help them—local authorities and housing associations
cannot enforce this wretched little measure by charging
interest on debts that accrue.

My plea to housing associations is not to evict. As a
result, their revenue will be affected. All the housing
associations in Birkenhead have gone down the route of
going to the banks to pledge their future revenue against
loans. Once the revenue is not forthcoming, what will
the banks do? I would prefer the housing associations
to go bankrupt rather than bankrupt my constituents.
One of the not-so-hidden consequences of this vicious
little measure is that housing associations will risk
going bankrupt. What will the Government do then?
They will not be able to allow them to remain bankrupt.
I hope that a plan B that is slightly more effective than
the plan B for the economy is on the stocks.

Let us suppose that the tenants could move. The
housing stock is not available, but suppose they could.
We know from those who have managed to find alternative
accommodation that it actually costs more. For example,
one-bedroom places in Birkenhead average £71 a week,
but in the private sector they are £88 a week. If every

wonderful tenant in Birkenhead affected by this vicious
little measure did what the Government wanted, the
savings would not be made and the housing bill would
go up, defeating the measure; the Department for Work
and Pensions, which wants people to move around to
free up accommodation, would have to have a serious
conversation with the Treasury about why the idea has
failed to deliver the £500 million cut.

Housing associations should follow the example of
the landlords who took action after the nine years’ war
to ensure that they and their tenants did not pay an
unfair tax. If tenants request such action, the doors to
spare bedrooms should be blocked up, as the windows
were, and their walls should be knocked through to
make one larger room, where it is possible and safe to
do so; that would apply only where no downsizing
options were available. It would not solve the problem
of a grossly unfair tax, but it would mitigate some of
the worst results by freeing tenants from this poll tax.

The Government are of course unlikely to achieve
the £500 million cut in housing benefit demanded by
the Treasury, but their cover is blown anyway: for the
reasons I set out, even if all the tenants could move to
smaller accommodation, the Government would make
no savings in public expenditure at all. Indeed, as suitable
accommodation in the private sector is more expensive,
the housing benefit bill will rise.

Why am I for the first time advocating direct action? I
do so because this tax is so grossly unfair, and it is being
levied on some of the most vulnerable people in our
society. Wicked actions require a different response
from us parliamentarians.

4.42 pm

The Minister of State, Department for Work and
Pensions (Steve Webb): Good afternoon, Mr Benton. I
congratulate the right hon. Member for Birkenhead
(Mr Field) on securing a debate that is of considerable
importance to his constituents. I entirely accept that the
effect of this nationwide policy is different in different
areas, and that a higher proportion of working-age
households are affected in the north-west than in some
other parts of the country.

Mr Field: Will the Minister give way?

Steve Webb: I thought that that was fairly uncontentious,
but I will give way.

Mr Field: While the Minister is washing his hands,
can he tell us how many of his constituents will be
affected?

Steve Webb: I am representing the Government rather
than discussing my constituents, but clearly far fewer of
mine are affected than the right hon. Gentleman’s,
which is no great surprise to anyone.

The right hon. Gentleman’s speech was made in a
vacuum, without mention of the fiscal context or how
we treat other tenants. He used various lurid adjectives
to describe the policy, as though it was some uniquely
unfair concept that where benefits are paying someone’s
rent, the level of benefits should have regard to the size
of the household. He suggested that this is some
unprecedented, evil thing, the like of which he has never
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come across in 30 years in Parliament—except that he
was a Minister in my Department and, intermittently, a
supporter of the previous Government, who introduced
the local housing alliance. As I am sure he knows, with
that allowance we say to private sector tenants on
housing benefit that, broadly speaking, the rents we pay
will reflect household size: generally, if not universally,
someone can have private rent up to, now, the 30th percentile
of rents for a household of the size it is. For some years,
therefore, we have said to 1 million LHA private sector
tenants, “We won’t pay benefit for an extra bedroom. If
you want one, that’s fine, but you pay for it.”

If that policy is fair and appropriate for private sector
tenants, why is it squalid, evil and unprecedented for
social tenants? Surely consistency and fairness—a word
the right hon. Gentleman used—mean that we should
treat people the same way, whether they are private
sector or social tenants. One might argue, indeed, that
social tenants generally have the advantage of a subsidised
rent, which private sector tenants do not have, and we
treat private sector tenants unfairly in the sense that we
do not give them an extra bedroom.

Mr Field: The Minister knows perfectly well that the
local housing allowance level we set was above the
average amount for those in social housing, so there is
still a real difference in the rent levels for what someone
can command in the private sector compared with the
public sector.

Steve Webb: The right hon. Gentleman reinforces my
point: people in the private sector were having to pay
higher rents than those in the social sector, and they
could not have a spare bedroom.

Mr Field: No, taxpayers were required to pay higher
rents.

Steve Webb: People in the social rented sector still
benefit from subsidised rents and, potentially, spare
bedrooms. The figure used by the right hon. Gentleman
was of more than 800,000 spare bedrooms in households
where the rent is paid for by housing benefits.

To give a sense of scale, we are asking a household
with one spare bedroom to contribute £2 a day on
average for having the spare bedroom. I do not belittle
the financial pressures that many households are under,
because it would be entirely wrong of me to do so, but
we know from experience of the private rented sector
that some households will decide that, notwithstanding
the financial pressures on them, £2 a day for the advantage
of that extra bedroom is a price that they will pay. There
will also be many other responses. The right hon. Gentleman
mentioned taking in lodgers, and some housing associations
and local authorities have given their tenants advice on
how to do that. It is good use of a spare room, because
it provides accommodation to someone, such as a young
single person perhaps, as well as extra income to the
household, and deals with the problem.

There will be some movement in the social rented
sector. In the right hon. Gentleman’s area, 20 housing
associations and local authorities have come together to
form Propertypool Plus, doing exactly what they should
be doing, which is pooling their stock and giving

a much greater chance of having something to suit a
particular family than an individual housing association
would have. If we facilitate someone moving from under-
occupied accommodation into a house that fits, someone
else who is living in overcrowded accommodation can
also move to a house that fits, which seems to be an
entirely good thing, although the latter person’s voice
was silent in the speech of the right hon. Gentleman.

I looked at the Wirral housing strategy for 2011 to
2026, and the council has realised that under-occupation
is an issue. Before we invented our policy, the local
authority stated:

“Research has identified that there are a number of people
who are under occupying their home, regardless of tenure,”

going on to say that
“the Council will seek to help people by offering a range of
services”

to help them live in more appropriate accommodation.
There is therefore recognition in Wirral of a mismatch
between the homes people are living in and the homes
that they might need, perhaps particularly in the case of
older people, although I stress that pensioners are exempt
from our policy.

Creative things are being done in the right hon.
Gentleman’s part of the world. For example, Wirral
metropolitan borough council has obtained £2 million
of Homes and Communities Agency funding to work
on empty properties and plans to bring 765 empty
properties back into use over a three-year period. He is
right to say that supply is a crucial part of the story. We
want to ensure that the supply is there for people, but
that will not happen overnight. We also know that
initiatives to deal with under-occupation have not really
worked. Simply saying, “Would you like to move to
somewhere smaller?” when there is no reason for anyone
to do so, has not worked, and we have to regard the
spare bedrooms in social housing in this country as a
precious resource, because there is not enough housing.

The right hon. Gentleman colourfully described bricking
up spare bedrooms, but I can save the landlords he is
seeking to send down that track the trouble. If, for
example, they want to designate a property with one
bedroom occupied and a spare bedroom as a one-bedroom
property, they can do so. They do not need to brick
anything up or knock any walls down; they can simply
designate it as a one-bedroom property. They will take
the lower rent, but the tenant is not under-occupying.
The reduction in the spare-room subsidy would not
apply because there is not a spare room; it is the
landlord who takes the financial hit in that situation.
Knowsley local authority has, on occasion, followed
such a policy. If landlords decide that that is the best
solution, we have no problem with that. Obviously, we
get the saving, because we are only paying the rent for a
one-bedroom property and not a two-bedroom property,
so if local authorities and other landlords can bear the
financial impact, that might be a part of the mix. I do
not think that many will be able to do so, but questions
of bricking up rooms do not arise.

I have come across cases in which housing associations
have designated a box room as a second bedroom and
they have been gaily claiming the rent on a two-bedroom
property. Then this measure comes in and it is quickly
apparent that it is not really a bedroom; it is just a box
room. Part of the answer is for landlords to be honest
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about the nature of their properties and say whether
there really is a spare bedroom that someone could
sleep in. They should then designate the property
accordingly.

The right hon. Gentleman mentioned fairness. I have
referred to fairness between social and private tenants,
but what about fairness between overcrowded households,
households on the waiting list and those who are in
under-occupation? In Wirral, there are 21,280 households
on the waiting list for a home. Where is their voice in
this debate? I may be wrong, but I do not think the right
hon. Gentleman mentioned the people on the waiting
list or the people who are overcrowded. Fairness is
surely about them as well as the people already in
occupation.

We recognise that there are some people who should
not be affected by this measure. That is why, for example,
we have exempted pensioners. People living in their
lifetime home, who have retired and have no prospect of
working again, are exempt. We have also taken the view
that local authorities need money to deal with what one
might loosely call hard cases. In Wirral, in the year that
is coming to an end—2012-13—roughly £500,000 of
discretionary housing payments were available; next
year it will be not far short of £1 million. For individuals
whom it would be wrong or inhumane to expect to
move, money is there to make up the shortfall. Nearly
£1 million in that local authority and about £150 million
nationwide is a huge sum of money, provided to make
sure that where the room is not really spare and where it
would be inappropriate to expect someone to move out
or put someone else in the room, local authorities have
got the resource to respond appropriately.

It is vital that local authorities spend the money, yet
we have come across cases of local authorities
underspending their discretionary housing payments.
Hon. Members berate the Government and say how
terrible the policy is, but their local authority is sitting
on cash that it has not spent to help people who have a
shortfall in their housing benefit.

Mr Field: Could the Minister give us examples of
authorities that underspend?

Steve Webb: My understanding is that the right hon.
Gentleman’s own local authority had a discretionary
housing payment contribution of £464,000 for the current
year, but has a carryover that takes it up to £522,000. I
am happy to write to him with figures for the country.
That is not a one-off example. It is surprisingly common.
I have spoken to local authority leaders in the past few
weeks who have said, “We are not spending the money
we have got.” We and they need to make sure that the
money that is specifically there for hardship is actually
spent.

Mr Field: The carryover for Wirral is quite modest.
One of the reasons for that is that the Government give
an annual grant that has to be spent over 12 months,
and the local authority is not sure how many will
present themselves in the twelfth month.

Steve Webb: We expect local authorities to budget,
but of course this measure comes into effect on a single
day, and good landlords and good local authorities
have already been looking at the existing stock of people.

It is by definition a stock of people that does not turn
over very much, so it is pretty predictable. My plea to
local authorities is to use the money that we have given
them.

We have given local authorities discretionary money,
initially with two groups in mind. The first is people
whose houses have been substantially adapted for disability.
We accept that if there is a spare bedroom in a house
that has been completely redone to reflect wheelchair
access or whatever, it is not cost-effective, sensible or
humane to say, “You’ve got to move,” and then either
the public purse has to pay for another property to be
done up or the people have to live somewhere inappropriate.
We estimate that, nationwide, roughly £25 million of
the potential saving from the measure would be related
to properties of that sort. Our initial plan was to try to
define that centrally in regulations: what is a substantially
adapted property? We then took the view that it is
better left to local discretion, so we made the money
available locally.

We did the same for foster families who have a spare
room because they are between foster children. Most
people would accept that foster parents need to have a
spare room. Initially, we thought that we would support
that through £5 million of discretionary payments, but
the message we got back was that foster families wanted
to have a right to a room and not to be reliant on a
discretionary payment from the council. We have now
passed regulations, which will come into force next
month, that give foster families the right to a spare
bedroom, subject to certain constraints. We have also
recently made it clear that where, for example, a child
with a disability or health condition cannot sleep in
the same bedroom as a sibling, the family can go to the
local authority, which, having satisfied itself that it is a
valid claim, can allocate an extra bedroom.

I stress that the measure is not a crude one-size-fits-all
cut. We have to save money. The right hon. Gentleman
knows that we have to save money and that housing
benefit is one of the biggest working age benefits that
we have. He knows that two thirds of the housing
benefit bill is for social tenants and that we have already
cut back on the housing benefit bill for private tenants.
In the context of needing to save money on social
tenants’housing benefit bill, not paying for spare bedrooms
seems to be a place where we can find savings, subject to
the crucial proviso that we protect the most vulnerable.

We have protected the most vulnerable through
discretionary housing payments. Of course, although
local authorities can use such payments for substantially
adapted properties, the clue is in the title: they are
“discretionary” payments. Local authorities have the
payments for this purpose and for other changes. They
have core discretionary housing payments that they had
anyway, before any of the measures came in. Local
authorities have that pot of money, which is of course
not limitless and does not cover everybody, but at least
it gives them the flexibility to respond to people as they
come to them. The crucial thing for anybody listening
to our proceedings who is concerned about the impact
of the measure is that if people genuinely need the
additional room, and if the options that some would
take up, such as swapping, taking in a lodger or working
extra hours, are not options for them, they should
approach the local authority.
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The right hon. Gentleman said that if people move
into the private sector, it will cost money, but that is a
very static way of looking at things. When somebody
moves out of the social sector and into the private
sector, a social sector property will be freed up that
someone perhaps paying a high rent in the private
sector will move into. It is not self-evident that in cases
where someone moves from the social sector to the
private sector, it costs money overall. Yes, we are trying
to save money, and half a billion pounds will be saved
by the measure, but let me set that in context: in the
final year of the previous Labour Government, we were
trying to fill a hole not of half a billion pounds, but of
£150 billion a year. The right hon. Gentleman objects to
the measure, but it illustrates the scale of the task we
have been faced with. Even a measure such as this,
which has been controversial and difficult, saves only
half a billion pounds, and we have had to take many
more such decisions to deal with the fiscal deficit.

Good things are going on in local authority areas,
such as that of the right hon. Gentleman. I welcome the
fact that housing associations and councils are pooling
their stock to enable people to exchange. My local
housing association and others have had what they call
“speed-dating” events—I am not being flippant; that is
what they call them. They try to bring together people
from among their tenants, some of whom have a spare
room and some of whom are desperate for a family
home. I think of a constituent of mine who contacted
me after receiving a letter about this. She said, “I am
living on my own in a three-bedroom house. What are
my options? Actually, could my brother and sister-in-law
move in?” I said, “Absolutely. Talk to the landlord.”

That was an ideal outcome: it meant that the housing
stock was better used and someone else had suitable
housing.

To summarise, the way in which people respond to
the measure will be individual and varied. Some will be
able to exchange with someone else. Some will stay
where they are, regarding £2 a day, on average, as worth
paying for that spare bedroom. Some will fill the spare
bedroom with a lodger. As the right hon. Gentleman
colourfully suggests, some landlords will redesignate
properties, so that in effect there is not a spare bedroom,
and the landlord will take the cost. Some people will go
to the local authority, and we have put money into the
pockets of local authorities such as his—nearly £1 million
in the Wirral—so that the most vulnerable people can
go to their local authority and make their case and be
heard.

Again, I urge the local authorities to spend the money
that they have been given to help people, because we
have sought to protect the most vulnerable. We have
sought to protect families with disabled children, fosterers,
and people with service personnel living at home. We
have given local authorities the ability to respond on a
case-by-case basis. None of these decisions is easy, but
they are necessary decisions that we have sought to
mitigate where possible. We are trying to bring about a
beneficial effect: to make better use of scarce social
housing stock and to create fairness between private
and social tenants, which, I have to say, in the past, we
have not had.

Question put and agreed to.

4.59 pm
Sitting adjourned.
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Written Ministerial

Statements

Tuesday 26 March 2013

TREASURY

Double Taxation Agreement (UK/Albania)

The Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury (Mr David
Gauke): A first time double taxation agreement with the
Republic of Albania was signed on 26 March 2013. The
text of the agreement has been deposited in the Libraries
of both Houses and made available on HM Revenue
and Customs website. The text will be scheduled to
draft Orders in Council and laid before the House of
Commons in due course.

Environmental Taxation

The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Sajid Javid):
This Government are reforming the tax system to make
it more competitive, simpler, fairer, and greener. As part

of this, in May 2010 Government committed to increasing
the proportion of tax revenue accounted for by
environmental taxes.

Last summer, the Government published their definition
of environmental taxes which set the baseline for achieving
that commitment. This statement provides an update of
the Government’s progress against that commitment,
using the independent OBR forecasts published alongside
the Budget. To provide greater clarity the Government
will also publish similar summaries of progress each
year until the end of this Parliament.

The Government classify environmental taxes as those
that meet all of the following three principles:

The tax is explicitly linked to the Government’s environmental
objectives;
The primary objective of the tax is to encourage environmentally
positive behaviour change; and
The tax is structured in relation to environmental objectives
(for example: the more polluting the behaviour, the greater
the tax levied).

The Government have defined the following as
environmental taxes based on these principles:

Climate Change Levy
Aggregates Levy
Landfill Tax
EU Emissions Trading System (EU ETS)
Carbon Reduction Commitment Energy Efficiency Scheme
Carbon Price Floor

The OBR forecasts demonstrate that the coalition
remains on track to achieve its commitment to increase
the proportion of revenue accounted for by environmental
taxes.

Tax

Actual
Revenue

Raise
2010/11

Actual
Revenue

Raise
2011/12

Revenue
forecast
2012/13

Revenue
forecast
2013/14

Revenue
forecast
2014/15

Revenue
forecast
2015/16

Revenue
forecast
2016/17

Revenue
forecast
2017/18

Climate Change
Levy and Carbon
Price Floor

£0.7 bn £0.7 bn £0.6 bn £0.3 bn £1.9 bn £2.4 bn £2.5 bn £2.5 bn

Aggregate Levy £0.3 bn £0.3 bn £0.3 bn £0.3 bn £0.3 bn £0.3 bn £0.3 bn £0.3 bn
Landfill Tax £1.1 bn £1.1 bn £1.1 bn £1.0 bn £1.1 bn £1.2 bn £1.1 bn £1.2 bn
EU ETS £0.5 bn £0.2 bn £0.3 bn £0.7 bn £0.7 bn £0.8 bn £0.8 bn £0.9 bn
Carbon
Reduction
Commitment

£0.0 bn £0.7 bn £0.7 bn £0.7 bn £0.9 bn £0.9 bn £1.0 bn £1.0 bn

Total £2.5 bn £3.0 bn £3.1 bn £4.0 bn £4.9 bn £5.6 bn £5.7 bn £5.9 bn

2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18

Total Revenue from
Environmental
Taxes

£2.5 bn £3.0 bn £3.1 bn £4.0 bn £4.9 bn £5.6 bn £5.7 bn £5.9 bn

Total Tax Forecast
Receipts

£551.4 bn £572.6 bn £586.8 bn £612.4 bn £633.1 bn £657.6 bn £694.1 bn £723.0 bn

Proportion of Total
Tax Receipts

£0.5 bn £0.5 bn £0.5 bn £0.7 bn £0.8 bn £0.8 bn £0.8 bn £0.8 bn

RevenueRaisingTaxes&FiscalInstrumentswithEnvironmental
Benefits

These are taxes and fiscal instruments which are
primarily designed to raise revenue or to achieve other
objectives, and therefore do not qualify as environmental
taxes on the basis of the Government’s three principles.

Differentiating environmental taxes from taxes which
are designed to achieve other objectives provides greater
clarity and transparency to the Government’s overall
tax strategy. However, non-environmental instruments
may have an environmental impact due to behavioural
change. On that basis, the Government believe that it is
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important to make reference to transport taxes, levies
and exemptions/reliefs in its overall assessment of
environmental taxation.

Budget 2013 made several announcements that will
act to sharpen the environmental signals of non-
environmental taxes, including:

Ultra Low Emissions Vehicles—Budget 2013 announced a
£100 million package to support the purchase and manufacture
of Ultra Low Emission Vehicles (ULEVs) in the UK through
company car tax (CCT) and the capital allowances regime.
Government are guaranteeing reduced rates of CCT for
ULEVs until 2020; and extending the 100% first year allowance
for ULEVs until 2018.
Enhanced capital allowances: energy-saving and water-efficient
technologies—The list of designated energy-saving and water-
efficient technologies qualifying for enhanced capital allowances
will be updated during summer 2013, ensuring the most
efficient technologies continue to be targeted.
Capital allowances: railway assets and ships—Budget 2013
announced the extension of first year allowances (including
enhanced capital allowances for energy-saving and water-efficient
technologies) to expenditure on railway assets and ships
from April 2013.

VED: Reduced Pollution Certificates (RPCs)—Budget
2013 announced that the Government will end RPC
Vehicle Excise Duty discounts for Euro I-III vehicles
within the HGV Road User Levy scheme from 1 April
2014, and for all other Euro I-III vehicles from 1 April
2016.

BUSINESS, INNOVATION AND SKILLS

Companies House Public Targets 2013-14

The Minister of State, Department for Business, Innovation
and Skills (Michael Fallon): I have set Companies House
the following targets for the year 2013-14:

Public Target

Proposed
2013-14

Target

Customer

Achieve a score of more than 86% in our customer
satisfaction survey

>86%

To achieve an average compliance level for accounts
of 99%

99%

To achieve an average compliance level for annual
returns of 98%

98%

Resolve complaints within five days 99%
WebFiling services are available 99.7% of the time 99.7%
Software filing services are available 99.7% of the
time

99.7%

Companies House Direct Service is available 99.7%
of the time

99.7%

WebCHeck service is available 99.7% of the time 99.7%
Document images ordered by search customers are
available in the Companies House Direct download
area within 35 seconds (new target)

98%

CEO to respond to all letters from MPs delegated
to him to reply within 10 working days of receipt

100%

Process

Electronic transactions received are available to
view on the public record (image format) within 48
hours (new target)

99.9%

Public Target

Proposed
2013-14

Target

Images placed on Companies House image system
are legible and complete

99.8%

To achieve an average electronic filing target for
accounts

60%

To achieve an average electronic filing target for all
other transactions

85%

Reduce carbon emissions by 2%, based on the
previous financial year

2%

People

Ensure that the average work days lost per person is
no more than <8.5 days

<8.5

Finance

To achieve taking one year with another, a 3.5%
average rate of return based on the operating
surplus expressed as a percentage of average net
assets

3.5%

Achieve by 2013-14 a reduction, in real terms, of
15% compared to 2010-11 in the operational
monetary cost of the organisations operational
costs (2nd year of a 3-year target)

5%

Payment of invoices within 5 days of receipt 90%

Contingencies Fund Advance 2013-14

The Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and
Skills (Vince Cable): The Department for Business,
Innovation and Skills wishes to recruit five non-executive
directors and three executive directors to the proposed
Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) before
Royal Assent has been received for the Enterprise and
Regulatory Reform Bill which will create the CMA, a
new non-ministerial department later this year.

The new board together with Lord Currie CMA
chair designate and Alex Chisholm CEO designate will
play a critical role in driving forward the creation of the
CMA. To ensure a smooth transition process the board
will need to take early decisions on key areas such as
operation structure and governance. When making these
decisions, they will need to consider how the CMA will
achieve greater coherence in competition practice, deliver
a more streamlined approach to case handling and
decision making, and creating an effective, high-impact
competition regime, in order that the CMA fully delivers
the benefits envisaged by Government.

Parliamentary approval for resource cover of £58,000
for this new service will be sought in an estimate for the
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills. Pending
that approval, urgent expenditure estimated at £58,000
will be met by repayable cash advances from the
contingencies fund.

Land Registry

The Minister of State, Department for Business, Innovation
and Skills (Michael Fallon): The Land Registry vision
is:

“To be recognised as a world leader in the digital delivery of
land registration services and in the management and re use of
land and property data”.

77WS 78WS26 MARCH 2013Written Ministerial Statements Written Ministerial Statements



To meet this vision, the following four strategic objectives
have been adopted with associated key performance
indicators and objectives, plus two equality objectives:

EFFICIENCY

We will unlock efficiency in the public sector and land and property
market
Strategic Milestones
(E1) Run the operational budget with real term efficiency and business
strategy reduction of 3.2%
(E2) Increase the number of substantive dealing applications lodged
electronically by 11% to achieve 44% electronic dealing delivery by
March 2014
(E3) Develop a prototype Local Land Charges register, evaluate it
and complete a report to Ministers by March 2014, with recommendations
for the next steps towards a new Local Land Charges Service
Key Performance Indicator
(E4) Substantive registrations completed within an average of seven
working days
(E5) 5% reduction in carbon emissions on 2012-13

DATA

We will maximise the reuse of our data for the benefit of the wider
economy
Strategic milestones
(D1) release additional licensable data sets by 31 March 2014
(D2) Develop an online facility able to provide easy access for
customers to licensable data by 31 March 2014
(D3) Release two additional data sets to W3 standard level 4 by
31 March 2014.
Key Performance Indicators
(d4) Average external e-service availability at 99.6% or higher during
published service hours

ASSURANCE

We will increase and extend the assurance and compliance provided
to the market
Strategic Milestones
(A1) The percentage of customers who rate our overall service as
good, very good or excellent to achieve 96%.
(A2) To achieve a Net Promoter Score (NPS) of 50
(A3) Introduce a free property alert service launched by 30 September
2013
Key Performance Indicators
(a4) Substantive registrations to pass at least 98% of defined quality
checks

CAPABILITY

We will grow and maximise the benefit of our organisational capability
Strategic Milestones
(C1) We will be in the third quartile of Whitehall departments for
staff engagement by the end of 2013-14
Key Performance Indicator
(C2) Introduce Performance and Innovation (LEAN) techniques to
the management teams in each directorate and local office by 31 March
2014

Equality Objectives

a) Internal equality objective

To drive a culture of inclusion and respect within our
organisation and positively seek to improve engagement
of staff who share protected characteristics.

b) External equality objective

To equip our staff to identify, anticipate and satisfy
our customers’ diverse needs by delivering products,
services and channels at a cost we can both afford.

Note: we will assess our achievement against these two equality
objectives by monitoring how well we progress in implementing
the supporting action plans.

Student Loan Book Sale

The Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and
Skills (Vince Cable): I am today announcing that the
remaining publicly owned mortgage-style student loan
book will be offered for sale by the Government under
the Education (Student Loans) Act 1990 as amended by
the Education (Student Loans) Act 1998. The sale will
take place in conjunction with the Scottish Government,
the Department for Employment and Learning in Northern
Ireland and the Student Loans Company.

Mortgage-style loans were available to eligible higher
education students who were enrolled between 1990
and 1998. Borrowers are required to repay in fixed
monthly instalments over a defined period, typically
five or seven years. Interest is charged at a rate equivalent
to the retail prices index. Repayments can be deferred
for a year at a time if a borrower’s income is below the
threshold, which is 85% of the national average earnings.
Currently the threshold is £27,813. There will be no
change to borrowers’ terms and conditions as a result of
the sale.

The Scottish Government and the Northern Ireland
Executive are responsible for loans issued by those
respective Administrations and both have agreed the
sale. English and Welsh loans are the responsibility of
the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills.

There were two previous sales of mortgage-style loans
in 1998 and 1999. The remaining loans owned by the
Government are mostly either in deferment or in arrears,
so total annual repayments are low.

The loans to be offered for sale have a face value of
around £900 million but, due to the low level of repayments
in relation to the loan book, the market value will likely
be significantly lower. The Government recognise that
the private sector may improve the collection of repayments
using their expertise. Additionally, they will provide
operational benefits to the Student Loans Company
(SLC) as the significant majority of the administration
is transferred to the buyer. This sale will reduce public
sector net debt and forms part of a wider effort to
maximise the value of Government assets.

We will be assessing all potential buyers against a
strict set of criteria and a sale will only proceed if value
for money for the taxpayer and borrower protections
consistent with the law are assured. The sale will not
include any income contingent repayment (ICR) loans,
therefore no current students or borrowers who solely
took out an ICR loan after September 1998 will be
affected.

More details of the sale will be published by BIS in
due course.

“Nuclear Industry Strategy”

The Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and
Skills (Vince Cable): The Government have today published
“Nuclear Industrial Strategy”, which has been produced
in consultation with industry and other interested
stakeholders.
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I set out last September the Government’s new industrial
strategy. This is a long-term, whole-government approach,
with partnership with industry at its heart. Its purpose
is to establish a clear and consistent approach to the
challenges and opportunities that lie ahead, with a view
to stimulating economic growth and creating jobs.

Part of the industrial strategy is about supporting
successful sectors. Today’s nuclear strategy is one of
several sector strategies we will be developing between
now and the summer in partnership with industry; and
this is one of three that focuses on energy industries, the
others being offshore wind and oil and gas.

The nuclear market provides significant opportunities
for economic growth, with industry indicating that the
UK new build programme (around 16GW) equates to
investment of circa £60 billion, which could support an
estimated 30,000 jobs1. Globally, investment in new
nuclear power stations is projected to be £930 billion by
20302. And the global decommissioning market is estimated
to grow to a value of £50 billion per annum by 2020.

Nuclear power has the potential to play an increasing
role in meeting the UK’s future energy needs. It is a
source of low-carbon energy and can contribute to the
UK’s energy mix and security of supply longer term.
This strategy—like those for offshore wind and oil and
gas—will achieve a more effective alignment and integration
of energy and industrial policy to enable the UK to
deliver competitive energy technologies in future, with
significant input from UK-based industry.

The strategy builds on much of the work that was
undertaken last year in preparing a response to the
House of Lords’Science and Technology Select Committee
inquiry into the UK’s nuclear R and D capabilities.
That response is also published today with the nuclear
industrial strategy, and consists of:

A “Long Term Nuclear Energy Strategy”, which sets out the
Government’s vision for nuclear energy, and its potential
role in contributing to the UK’s future energy mix from the
near term and up to 2050.

A nuclear “Industry Vision Statement”, which expresses the
nuclear industry’s own ambitions for the future in the key
areas of the nuclear new build programme, fuel cycle service,
waste management and decommissioning, and operations
and maintenance.

A nuclear R and D landscape review, which provides an
assessment of current civil nuclear R and D capability.

A nuclear R and D road map, which provides an analysis
of different scenarios for nuclear power up to 2050, and the
R and D activities associated with those scenarios.

These different work streams were guided by an ad
hoc nuclear R and D advisory board, chaired by the
Government’s chief scientific adviser, Sir John Beddington.
The ad hoc advisory board made its own recommendations
based on those work streams, which the nuclear industrial
strategy seeks to address.

The strategy is also linked to the separate nuclear
supply chain action plan that was published in December
2012. The implementation of the action plan will be
co-ordinated with the work taken forward under the
strategy.

The nuclear industrial strategy has been prepared at a
time when important decisions are in prospect about
building new nuclear power stations in the UK—the
first new build for nearly 20 years. The scale and timing
of the nuclear new build programme will depend on a
number of factors, such as the competitiveness of nuclear

energy compared to other technologies and attracting
significant levels of investment.

The strategy also covers the many other parts of the
nuclear industry that offer considerable opportunities
for effective long-term collaboration between Government,
industry and the research community. That includes
handling waste management and decommissioning—
already a significant area of industrial activity, which is
managed by the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority.

It also includes fuel cycle services, waste management
and decommissioning, operations and maintenance as
well as establishing effective links between the research
community and industry, which can help inform research
priorities and identify opportunities for commercial
spin-offs.

A new Nuclear Industry Council has been established
to provide strategic oversight of the implementation of
the strategy, and consists of a membership that reflects
the diversity of the industry. The Government will work
closely with the new council and ensure the strategy
provides the basis for making a real impact of benefit to
the UK.

A copy of the “Nuclear Industry Strategy”, and the
other documents mentioned above, have been placed in
the Library of the House.
1 Nuclear Industry Association Capability Report 2012
2 The World Nuclear Supply Chain: Outlook 2030, September
2012

National Measurement Office

The Minister for Universities and Science (Mr David
Willetts): I have tasked the National Measurement Office
to provide policy support to Ministers on measurement
issues and a measurement infrastructure which enables
innovation and growth, promotes trade and facilitates
fair competition and the protection of consumers, health
and the environment.

I have agreed with the NMO that its objectives for
2013-2016 will be to:

Increase economic growth, innovation and social impact
through a world-class scientific measurement infrastructure.
Promote competition and fair trading both in the UK and at
the global level through a modern weights and measures and
hallmarking regime.
Provide good value-for-money metrology services.
Protect the interests of the public, business and the environment
by enforcing relevant legislation.

The agency will also be expected to provide professional,
value-for-money corporate services that contribute to
agency objectives, align with cross-Government initiatives,
promote good and informed decision making, ensure
accountable governance and provide effective channels
of communication.

In support of these objectives I have set as specific
ministerial targets the following for 2013-14:

Improve performance of the NMS programmes over the
corporate plan period 2011-12 to 2014-15 as measured by
the value scorecard developed for this purpose.
Support business by ensuring a minimum of 95% of meter
examiner appointments, manufacturer authorisations/consents
and modifications to meter approval and decisions are made
within five business days of receipt of all necessary
documentation.
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Achieve a satisfaction rating among certification service
customers of at least 95% for customers scoring satisfied or
above, with at least 60% scoring “very satisfied”.
Achieve an increase in income of at least 5% for certification
services from the 2012-13 financial year.
Generate at least a positive 3:1 net contribution to consumers
and the environment as well as the low-carbon economy
through the activities of the enforcement authority.
Reduce non-ring-fenced administration costs by at least 14%
in cash terms over the corporate plan period 2011-12 to
2014-15.
Ensure that reduced contributions from BIS towards overheads
are absorbed without any increase in per capita overhead
rate.
Reduce NPL energy consumption in 2013 calendar year by
5% from 2012 calendar year.

Agree by 31 March 2014 the partners who will work with
Government on NPL and the model under which the partnership
will operate post-March 2014.

Low Pay Commission

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills (Jo Swinson): On 10 July 2012 the
Minister of State, Department of Health, my hon.
Friend the Member for North Norfolk (Norman Lamb),
former Minister for Employment Relations, Consumer
and Postal Affairs announced the commencement of
the triennial review of the Low Pay Commission (LPC).
I am now pleased to announce the completion of the
review.

The Low Pay Commission is a statutory body which
plays an important role providing independent advice
to Government about the national minimum wage.

The review concludes that the functions performed
by the Low Pay Commission are still required and that
it should be retained as an advisory non-departmental
public body (NDPB). The review also looked at the
governance arrangements for LPC in line with guidance
on good corporate governance set out by the Cabinet
Office. The report makes some recommendations in this
respect; these will be implemented shortly.

The full report of the review of the LPC can be found
on the Gov.uk website and copies have been placed in
the Libraries of both Houses.

CABINET OFFICE

Ministerial Pensions

The Minister for the Cabinet Office and Paymaster
General (Mr Francis Maude): In the spending review
2010, the Government announced their intention to
increase employee contributions in public service pension
schemes. This followed on from Lord Hutton’s interim
report on public service pensions1 which concluded that
there was a clear rationale for public servants to make a
greater contribution if their pensions were to remain
fair to taxpayers and employees and affordable for the
country.

The ministerial pension scheme was not covered by
Lord Hutton’s recommendations, but I consider it
appropriate that its members face similar changes.

In 2012-13 pension contributions were increased in a
similar way as applied to other public service pension
schemes, and further increases for 2013-14 will apply
from 1 April 2013. This will mean that:

Secretaries of State, the Leader of the Opposition in the
Commons and Mr Speaker in the House of Lords will pay
an additional 2.4 percentage points of pay, and a total of
4.8% higher than 2011-12;
Ministers of State, the Government Chief Whip, the Leader
of the Opposition in the Lords, the Chairman of Committees
of the House of Lords and the Deputy Chairman of Committees
of the House of Lords will pay an additional 1.6 percentage
points of pay and a total of 3.2% higher than 2011-12; and
Parliamentary-Under Secretaries, the Government Whips
and Opposition Whips will pay an additional 1 percentage
point of pay and a total of 2% higher than 2011-12.

In line with other public service schemes, a further
consultation will take place on the contribution increases
for members of the ministerial pension scheme in 2014-15.
Before these increases are implemented, I will consider
any evidence of opt-outs from the scheme in line with
the Government’s commitment given by the Chief Secretary
to the Treasury.

Ministers in the House of Commons make separate
contributions towards their pensions as Members of
Parliament. Responsibility for the setting of pension
provision for MPs is the responsibility of the Independent
Parliamentary Standards Authority.

The details of the new scheme have been laid before
the House, along with a copy of the response to the
consultation from the Chairman of the Parliamentary
Contributory Pension Fund Trustees.
1Independent Public Service Pensions Commission: Interim
Report 7 October 2010. http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/
d/hutton_pensions.htm chapter 8.

COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

2014 Local Elections

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government (Brandon Lewis):
Elections to the European Parliament will be held in the
spring of 2014 and are currently scheduled to be held
on 5-8 June, unless the Council of the European Union
unanimously acts to change the date. In order to
accommodate the Pentecost holiday in 2014, the Council
has proposed moving the date of the 2014 European
parliamentary elections to 22-25 May. The European
Parliament will be consulted on this amendment before
the Council formally adopts a decision to change the
dates, which will mean that for the United Kingdom
elections to the European Parliament would be held on
Thursday 22 May. Local elections are currently due to
be held on Thursday 1 May. This would potentially
mean two sets of elections taking place within three
weeks of each other.

Given this, I am today publishing a consultation
document inviting views about moving the date of the
local elections from 1 May 2014. The document is
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available on the Government website, and I have also
placed copies in the Library of the House. While we are
specifically inviting the views of councils and political
parties and certain other consultees listed in the document,
comments from all are welcomed. The consultation
ends on 13 May 2013.

Firebuy Ltd

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government (Brandon Lewis): I
have today deposited in the Library of the House a
copy of the annual report and accounts of Firebuy Ltd
for the financial years 2010 to 2012.

Firebuy Ltd was an Executive non-departmental public
body sponsored by the Department for Communities
and Local Government. It was a public policy failure of
the last Administration, on top of the failed FireControl
programme. In October 2010 it was announced that
Firebuy was closing as part of the Government’s wider
review of arm’s length bodies. It went into voluntary
liquidation and ceased trading on 13 July 2011.

These accounts have been produced to report to
Parliament for the expenditure incurred between 1 April
2010 to 13 July 2011 when Firebuy entered into liquidation
and for all subsequent transactions up to 31 March
2012. In doing so my Department is fulfilling its intention
to produce the accounts on Firebuy’s behalf in order to
meet our commitments within managing public money
and to be open and transparent.

The directors of Firebuy were discharged prior to
completion of these accounts in order to allow Firebuy
to enter into liquidation and close. Retaining the directors
while these accounts were being produced would have
delayed closure and incurred additional costs to the
public purse in respect of an organisation that had
failed to deliver value for money. By closing Firebuy the
Department has saved over £1 million per annum.

We will be taking forward the lessons learnt from
Firebuy’s operation (and the closure process) within my
Department as well as disseminating across Whitehall.

Ultimately procurement is a matter for fire and rescue
authorities to lead on based on their individual requirements.
They are best placed to develop relevant models that
ensure best practice standards are adopted as appropriate,
so that the financial and efficiency benefits of inter-
operability and collaborative procurement can be realised.
Like other public bodies, fire and rescue authorities are
encouraged to update the publicly available “Contracts
Finder” with details of upcoming procurement to allow
suppliers to access these opportunities and promote
joined-up procurement.

ENERGY AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Electricity Market Reform (Contingencies Fund)

The Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change
(Mr Edward Davey): The Department for Energy and
Climate Change requires a cash advance of £6,580,000
from the Contingencies Fund for financial year 2013-14,

to support urgent preparatory work to set up a contracts
for difference (CFD) counterparty; to fund a panel of
technical experts; and to fund external advisers in relation
to transitional arrangements for early investors before
parliamentary approval of both the specific enabling
legislation and the necessary estimate.

Contracts for difference (CFDS) are designed to ensure
sufficient investment comes forward in time to replace
old generating plant due to close from 2016 onwards
with new low-carbon plant, thus ensuring continued
security of supply for the UK and contributing significantly
towards achievement of our legally binding EU renewable
energy target.

The Energy Bill will, subject to Royal Assent, provide
for the establishment of a CFD counterparty. Work
needs to commence now in order to ensure that the
CFD counterparty is ready to sign and manage contracts
for difference from mid-2014.

The Energy Bill also makes provision for transitional
arrangements to enable developers to take investment
decisions, where required, ahead of full implementation
of electricity market reform. The Department needs to
engage external advisers before the Bill receives Royal
Assent to support the negotiation of any such arrangements
to ensure they represent value for money for consumers.

Government have committed to setting up a panel of
technical experts in order to scrutinise the analysis that
will inform the first electricity market reform delivery
plan. The first EMR delivery plan will be published in
2013 and set out the CFD strike prices for renewable
technologies and the reliability standard for a capacity
market. An advance is required to pay the panel for this
work.

Accordingly, parliamentary approval for additional
resources of £6,580,000 for this new service will be
sought in an estimate for the Department of Energy
and Climate Change. Pending that approval, urgent
expenditure estimated at £6,580,000 will be met by
repayable cash advances from the Contingencies Fund.

Low Carbon and Renewable Heat

The Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change
(Mr Edward Davey): I am pleased to announce today
the publication of DECC’s heat policy document “The
Future of Heating: Meeting the Challenge”. I am also
announcing the next steps for supporting renewable
heating through the renewable heat incentive (RHI).

Heating is an integral and critical part of our lives
and our economy, worth billions of pounds to industry
and an essential element of all of our lives. The vast
majority of heating is currently supplied by fossil fuels,
comprising around a third of the UK’s total greenhouse
gas emissions, and more than half of the UK’s natural
gas usage.

We need a strategic plan if we are to change the way
we heat our homes, businesses and industry in the
decades ahead to meet our carbon emissions targets.
That is why in March last year I published a vision for
low-carbon heat. I made a commitment to produce a
follow-up paper setting out policies and actions to help
make the vision a reality. Today I am delivering on that
commitment.
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Today’s publication deals systematically with all the
different heating requirements in the UK; and commits
us to clear steps forward. To meet our long-term climate
change target, we are going to have to change the way
we generate, distribute and use heat in buildings and
industry. This needs to be delivered in a way that is fair
and affordable, and maximises benefits to the economy
in terms of jobs, growth and investment. My Department
has been engaging with a range of organisations in the
public and private sectors, from business to consumer
organisations, from local authorities to research
establishments to develop these new proposals.

Last year’s document contained questions to which
we received over 150 responses covering the domestic,
commercial and industrial sectors. I would like to thank
all those who submitted a formal response.

Heat for industry

I believe that there is a great opportunity for UK
industry to become more efficient, save carbon and
prosper in a low-carbon future, provided it looks ahead
and prepares now. Different industry sectors face very
different challenges. The key to greater efficiency and
lower emissions lies in the nature of the particular
industrial processes employed in each sector.

So with the Department for Business, Innovation and
Skills, my Department will work with industry over the
next two years to develop a low-carbon “road map” for
each industrial sector for the long term, focusing on the
sectors that use the greatest amount of heat and represent
the greatest carbon emissions. Through closer working
with the companies themselves, we aim to understand
more about how energy is used in each of these sectors
and how it can be decarbonised.

Heat networks

Heat networks will be an important part of our low-carbon
future—with the potential to provide heat to dense
urban areas at a lower cost and with lower emissions. I
am today announcing support to promote their deployment.
To overcome the initial hurdle of heat network development,
DECC will provide £6 million over the next two years.
This will help authorities to carry out heat network
planning and development, bringing forward projects
to the stage where they are suitable for investment by
the green investment bank and commercial lenders.

I will also establish a heat networks delivery unit to
support local authorities in developing heat networks.
This added capacity and expertise will supplement project
teams in individual authorities—by sharing best practice,
and identifying and tackling barriers to development to
deliver a step change in heat network deployment.

Renewable heat incentive

The Government continue to make progress towards
finalising all the details of the domestic RHI scheme
and the expansion of the non-domestic RHI—the first
scheme of its kind in the world. We intend to announce
the final details of the domestic and expansions to the
non-domestic RHI in summer 2013 and open the schemes
for payment from spring 2014. To provide continued
support to the domestic renewable heat market in the
interim period we will extend the renewable heat premium
payment scheme for a further year to March 2014 with
the same level of support as in 2012-13. This will not
affect current application deadlines, but will allow for
new applications to come forwards.

The non-domestic RHI has been available for just over
one year. In response to uptake of the policy and
stakeholder feedback, my Department has looked at
the evidence on the cost data and heat usage assumptions
used to set the level of tariffs when the scheme was
launched, alongside the level of uptake so far under the
scheme. I concluded that some new input assumptions
should now be adopted and my Department is working
to identify what impacts this will have on tariffs. Later
this spring, I propose to launch a short consultation on
some tariff changes and to confirm our decisions in the
autumn. We are progressing this work as quickly as
possible. Subject to the necessary approvals and acceptable
modelling outputs, I expect the outcome of this review
to come into force by spring 2014. Where tariffs increase
as a result of this review, it is DECC’s intention that
installations accredited from 21 January 2013—when
the early tariff review was first announced—would also
benefit from that increase.
Where there is compelling evidence, I expect to consult
on increased tariffs for some technologies and to leave
other tariffs unchanged via this review process. The
degression mechanism the Government announced in
February will be used to reduce tariffs if required,
according to our policy for budget management. Where
we consulted on introducing new technologies into the
scheme in September, we will provide an update on
modelled tariffs as part of the consultation. However,
decisions on their inclusion in the scheme and the final
tariff level will be announced in the summer in the
Government’s response to the September 2012 consultation.

The tariffs and technologies affected are summarised
on the DECC website.

BUSINESS, INNOVATION AND SKILLS

Agriculture and Fisheries Council

The Secretary of State for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (Mr Owen Paterson): I attended the
Agriculture and Fisheries Council on 18 and 19 March
in Brussels. Richard Lochhead MSP and Michelle O’Neil
MLA also attended.

The main business of the Council was to agree Council’s
position on the four regulations which set out the rules
for the common agricultural policy (CAP) over the
2014-20 financial period; and agreement was reached
on this late on Tuesday evening.

I am pleased to report that many of the key negotiating
objectives for the UK were secured. I worked closely
with all the devolved Administrations, and as a result
we successfully secured key changes to address concerns
for Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales on issues
such as internal convergence—the rules governing the
move from historically based to area-based payments
for those regions which have not already achieved that
transition—and the designation of areas of natural
constraint; and in particular, a change which was designed
to clarify that implementation decisions on all aspects
of the CAP can be taken at regional level. We will
continue to represent the interests of the whole of the
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UK throughout the continuing discussions on the
legislation, and in the negotiations between the Council
and the European Parliament.

I made it clear that the Commission’s proposed
“greening” of the CAP, which will involve part of the
subsidy envelope being paid on the basis of compliance
with environmental measures, should be delivered through
a simple system, to achieve environmental benefits without
imposing unnecessary costs on farmers, and to secure
value for taxpayers. Council agreed to include an option
for member states to design their own certification
scheme to deliver the Commission’s “greening”outcomes,
which has the potential to simplify implementation
significantly, for both farm business and the paying
agency.

I was disappointed that the majority of member
states were content to allow farmers to be paid twice
under two different budgets for delivering the same
environmental benefit; but compromises were necessary,
and this now forms part of the position. I made it clear
that I shared the European Parliament’s opposition to
this approach.

Although several member states wanted to extend
sugar beet quotas to 2020, I worked with other member
states to persuade the Council to agree that they will
end in 2017. I am disappointed that they will continue
beyond the date previously set for them to end but we
have achieved a compromise and fought off calls for the
end to be in 2020. The result is that sugar beet quotas
will finally be scrapped benefiting consumers and our
food processing industries. It is also important that we
ensure availability of cane sugar supplies to allow cane
refineries to compete on an equal footing; and I am
determined to work with the Commission to persuade
them to ensure fair treatment for cane sugar refiners.

The Council concluded that the ceiling for coupled
payments in each member State—effectively, the proportion
of their CAP subsidy envelope which can be linked to
production—should increase from that proposed by the
Commission. Under the proposals, member states, including
the UK, which have made the most progress in decoupling
payments, will be allowed to pay up to 7% of their
direct payment budget as coupled payments. The remaining
member states will be allowed up to 12%. I was disappointed
that the Council proposed that coupled payments continue,
and that different levels of flexibility should be allowed
to different member states, but the agreement is a clear
improvement on the European Parliament’s proposal
for 15% or even 18%.

The presidency had mistakenly removed from its
proposed compromise on the rural development regulation,
wording which is relevant to the calculation of a portion
of the UK’s rebate. I made it clear that it was essential
for this mistake to be corrected, and the presidency
ensured that it was corrected in the compromise further
changes tabled on the second day. Following objections
from a few member states, the presidency maintained
the text with the necessary wording, but put the article
in square brackets and referred it for resolution in the
framework of the Council deliberation on the EU own
resource decision. However, at my insistence they also
made it clear that this issue needed to be resolved before
the rural development regulation could be agreed.

I and other Ministers successfully argued against
pressure from some member states to extend the use of
market intervention. Reducing market intervention has

helped to keep Europe on the path towards a more
competitive farming sector, with less of a distorting
impact of subsidy.

Under any other business, I raised the issue of the
European Commission’s proposed action on neonicotinoids.
A total of 11 member states supported my call for the
Commission to use all the latest scientific evidence,
before any final decisions were taken; in particular I
asked the Commission to ensure that any decision was
taken in the light of field studies into effects on bee
populations. The protection of bees is vital; but action
should be considered, proportionate and science-led. I
promised to deliver the results of our field studies to the
Commission and other member states by the week
commencing 25 March 2013.

Also under any other business, the Netherlands presented
a paper on trade difficulties with Russia who planned to
ban the import of plants from the EU from 1 June.
They were supported by other member states and called
on the Commission to provide the phytosanitary
information Russia requested. I echoed this call, as seed
potato exports to Russia are important for Scotland.
The Commission acknowledged the situation and indicated
that it would raise the issue with the Russians.

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS

Veterinary Products Committee

The Minister of State, Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs (Mr David Heath): Today I am
announcing the triennial review of the Veterinary Products
Committee (VPC). The VPC is an advisory non-
departmental public body (NDPB) sponsored by DEFRA
which advises the Veterinary Medicines Directorate (VMD),
which acts on behalf of the Secretary of State on
veterinary medicines.

Triennial reviews of NDPBs are part of the Government’s
commitment to ensuring accountability in public life.

The work for this review will begin in April 2013 and
will be conducted in accordance with Government guidance
for reviewing NDPBs. I will announce the findings of
the review later in the year.

Further information on the review is available on
DEFRA’s website http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/
about/with/ndpb-review/.

Horsemeat Fraud

The Secretary of State for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (Mr Owen Paterson): I would like to
update the House on developments since my written
ministerial statement on 4 March 2013, Official Report,
column 54WS, on the latest results from the testing of
beef products for the presence of horsemeat.

In addition to the results of 5,430 industry tests
reported to the House on 4 March 2013, Official Report,
column 54WS, the Food Standards Agency has received
further results from the UK-wide authenticity survey of
beef products. The survey is of beef products on sale at
a range of retail and catering outlets, with samples
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being collected by local authority enforcement officers
across the UK. Public analysts are testing these products
for both horse and pig DNA. While the majority of
testing has been completed, results of some analysis are
still awaited.

A total of 364 samples have been taken in the first
two phases of this survey, including beef burgers, beef
meatballs, minced beef, beef ready meals and tinned
beef products. Two products have been identified which
did not meet the sampling and analytical criteria, giving
362 samples on which the Food Standards Agency will
be reporting. Results for five samples are in dispute.
Where results are disputed, a retained portion of the
food sample may be sent for further, independent analysis.

Of the 357 samples for which analysis has been
completed, all but five were clear of both horse and pig
DNA at the 1% reporting limit. Two samples contained
over 1% horse DNA and three samples contained over
1% pig DNA. All these products have been withdrawn
from sale and named on the Food Standards Agency
website.

There have been no positive tests to date for the
presence of bute in any of the UK food samples found
to contain horse DNA.

The Food Standards Agency met representatives of
the food industry on 14 March to discuss future
collaboration and reporting of test results. There was
general agreement on four areas of future collaboration,
for each of which the Food Standards Agency will now
draw-up implementation plans. These areas are describing
good practice for food businesses in assuring their food
chains, with a particular focus on supporting small and
medium-sized food businesses; an improved framework
for securing and sharing intelligence; developing shared
priorities for future food authenticity work; and creating
a repository for sharing data and information.

Food industry representatives also agreed to continue
to provide data on their ongoing tests for horse DNA in
processed beef products, with identification of individual
products testing positive above the 1% reporting limit.
The Food Standards Agency will next publish a summary
of this information in early June, and will continue to
report individual products testing positive above the 1%
reporting limit as soon as they are confirmed by the
food industry.

Although in the short-term our priority has been to
focus on the deliberate substitution of beef with horse,
this does not mean that we have ignored the possibility
of beef products containing undeclared pork or pig
DNA. Consumers have a right to expect that all the
food they are eating is correctly described.

I recognise that even trace levels of pork contamination,
below the 1% threshold, are unacceptable to some faith
communities. Where a product is labelled as Halal and
is found to contain traces of horse or pig DNA, the
relevant local authority will investigate each case and
take steps to ensure that consumers are informed.

It remains the responsibility of all food businesses
(including processors, catering suppliers and retailers)
to ensure that the food they sell is what it says it is on
the label, and Kosher and Halal certification bodies
have a part to play in this. Any claims on a product
certified by a certification body must be accurate. It is
for the certification body to set out the standards which

a certified product must meet, and for that body to
work with food businesses to ensure those standards are
adhered to.

On 14 March senior officials from DEFRA, Food
Standards Agency, DCLG and the Laboratory for the
Government Chemist met with certifying organisations
to discuss the Government’s testing programme. The
main focus was the testing programme for detecting
horse and pig DNA in beef products. They also discussed
research being undertaken on detection levels and cross-
contamination thresholds.

Investigations continue at a number of sites across
the UK. City of London police is the co-ordinating
Police Authority for these investigations. At a European-level
the Food Standards Agency continues to work closely
with the Commission and other member states, sharing
information via the rapid alert system for food and
feed.

We will be reporting the UK’s contribution to the
Europe-wide programme of testing to the European
Commission in advance of the deadline of 15 April.

I will continue to keep the House informed.

HEALTH

Fair Playing Field Review

The Secretary of State for Health (Mr Jeremy Hunt):
The Fair Playing Field Review has been laid in Parliament
today, in line with the requirement set out in section 1G
of the National Health Service Act 2006.

The aim of the review is to ensure that patients are
able to access NHS services delivered by the best possible
providers. In June 2012, Monitor—the independent
health care regulator—was asked to look into any matters
that might undermine this aim, and to report back with
options for addressing such matters. The Department
would like to thank Monitor for its work, the results of
which have been published as part of the review.

Revised NHS Constitution

The Minister of State, Department of Health (Norman
Lamb): The NHS constitution sets out the principles,
values, rights and responsibilities that underpin the
NHS. It sets out the enduring character of the NHS as a
comprehensive and equitable health service. It is intended
to empower the public, patients and staff to know and
exercise their rights to help drive improvements throughout
the NHS. The constitution sets out rights to which
patients, public and staff are entitled, and pledges which
the NHS is committed to achieve, together with
responsibilities which we all owe to one another to
ensure that the NHS operates fairly and effectively.

Between November 2012 and January 2013, the
Department ran a full public consultation on a package
of amendments to strengthen the NHS constitution.
This consultation followed advice from a NHS Future
Forum working group, which advised on options for
strengthening the NHS constitution to support the fair
and effective operation of the NHS.
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Today we are publishing a revised NHS constitution,
which strengthens a number of areas, including:

patient involvement;
feedback;
duty of candour;
end of life care;
integrated care;
complaints;
patient information;
staff rights, responsibilities and commitments; and
dignity, respect and compassion.

In addition, the public inquiry report into the failings
at Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation Trust, chaired
by Robert Francis QC and published in February 2013,
emphasises the role of the NHS constitution in helping
to create a positive and caring culture within the NHS.
Of the 290 recommendations made in the report, nine
of them relate specifically to the NHS constitution. We
are carefully considering these recommendations and
have already acted on two them. So, as part of our
initial response to the public inquiry report into the
failings at Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation Trust,
we have made changes in the revised NHS constitution
to reflect that the most important value of the NHS is
for everyone to work together for the benefit of patients,
while also giving the values more prominence in the
constitution and accompanying documents.

Alongside the NHS constitution, we are publishing
the following documents today:

a Government response to the consultation, which sets out
detail about the changes being made to the constitution and
follows an earlier report on what we heard from the consultation
that was published on 15 February 2013; and
an updated handbook to the NHS constitution.

Copies of “The NHS Constitution”, and “Consultation
on strengthening the NHS Constitution: Government
response”, have been placed in the Library. Copies are
available to hon. Members from the Vote Office and to
noble Lords from the Printed Paper Office.

“The Handbook to the NHS Constitution” has also
been placed in the Library.

HOME DEPARTMENT

Retention of Biometric Data

The Secretary of State for the Home Department
(Mrs Theresa May): I have today launched a public
consultation inviting views on the draft guidance on the
making or renewing of national security determinations
as set out in the Protection of Freedoms Act 2012. A
national security determination will enable the police
and other law enforcement authorities to extend the
length of time that they may retain an individual’s
biometric data where it is necessary for the purposes of
national security. These determinations are subject to
independent review by the Commissioner for the Retention
and Use of Biometric Material.

The use of DNA and fingerprints by our police and
other law enforcement agencies is a vital tool in the fight
against crime and combating threats to our national
security. However, in discharging our duty to protect
the public, we will not undermine the importance of
our historic freedoms. The Protection of Freedoms
Act 2012 changed the law to ensure the public is safeguarded
while also protecting those innocent people whose DNA

is taken and held by the police. The new framework
provided by the Act for the retention, destruction and
use of such material provides the necessary balance
between public protection and individual freedoms.

The draft guidance on the making or renewing of
national security determinations is intended to provide
clear guidance to the police on the exercise of these
important powers and sets out both the principles and
procedures required for making a national security
determination under the provisions of the Act. A copy
of the draft guidance will be placed in the Library of
the House and full consultation details can be found on
the Home Office website.

The consultation closes in May 2013 and I would
encourage all interested parties to participate.

UK Counter-Terrorism Strategy

The Secretary of State for the Home Department
(Mrs Theresa May): Protecting the safety of the UK
and our interests overseas is the primary duty of
Government. Terrorism remains the greatest threat to
the security of the United Kingdom.

I have today published the annual report for the
Government’s strategy for countering terrorism, Contest
(Cm 8583). It covers the progress made towards
implementing the strategy that we published in July
2011. Copies of the report will be made available in the
Vote Office.

The threat from terrorism is changing but remains
substantial. The terrorist threats we face are now more
diverse than before, dispersed across a wider geographical
area, and often in countries without effective governance.
Collaboration with international partners remains vital.
There have been no attacks on the scale of 7/7 in Great
Britain over the period covered by the report. But since
December 2010, there have been at least five serious
terrorist plots in this country and a very significant
number of terrorism-related arrests and prosecutions.

Our counter-terrorism response continues to reflect
our commitment to protect the people of this country
and our interests overseas in a way that is consistent
with core British values. We recognise that our response
must continue to be based on partnerships at all levels—
local, national and international. Communities, local
authorities, Government Departments, agencies, devolved
Administrations, our security industry and overseas
partners all play vital roles in the successful delivery of
Contest.

Staying ahead of the threat requires a dynamic and
responsive counter-terrorism strategy. I am convinced
that Contest will continue to provide a sound basis for
our work and that we will build on our success.

JUSTICE

Court and Tribunal Reform

The Lord Chancellor and Secretary of State for Justice
(Chris Grayling): I have previously set out my plans for
reform of rehabilitation services and youth custody,
and will shortly be setting out proposals for further
reforms to legal aid. I am today announcing that I have
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asked my Department to explore proposals for the
reform of the resourcing and administration of our
courts and tribunals.

The courts and tribunals are at the centre of our
justice system, relied on by the public to enforce their
rights and uphold the rule of law. As in other areas, we
need to look at the way we deliver our services to
provide a more efficient service that delivers access to
justice quickly and effectively, while delivering value for
money for the taxpayer. At the same time, we must
preserve the independence of the judiciary which lies at
the heart of our constitutional arrangements.

Our courts and judiciary command great respect
around the world and we should be proud of their
international reputation and the contribution they already
make to our economy. This country is a major centre
for legal services and dispute resolution. I want to
explore how we can further enhance the position of the
UK at the centre of the international legal market and
the revenue it can generate.

I also want to ensure that those who litigate in our
courts pay their fair share, and that it is possible to raise
the revenue and investment necessary to modernise the
infrastructure and deliver a better and more flexible
service to court users.

I have therefore asked my Department to consider
appropriate vehicles to achieve these aims, and the
organisational structures that might best support this. I
am clear that any new model must support the
administration of justice as a core pillar of our constitution
and its effective delivery will remain an important
responsibility of the state.

I have discussed these ideas in outline with the Lord
Chief Justice and the Senior President of Tribunals and
will continue to work closely with the judiciary as to the
detail of these reforms, as well as work with the relevant
Parliamentary Committees.

TRANSPORT

Rail Franchising

The Secretary of State for Transport (Mr Patrick
McLoughlin): This morning I have announced to the
stock market our long-term plans for rail franchising.

This plan is designed to drive improvements to rail
services, deliver on major infrastructure projects, and
put passengers at the heart of a revitalised rail franchising
system.

In addition to publishing a detailed timetable for all
rail franchises over the next eight years, I am announcing
the immediate start of the competition for the east
coast franchise, currently directly operated, with the
expectation the new franchisee will carry its first passengers
by February 2015.

The new programme will provide long-term certainty
to the market and support the delivery of the Government’s
£9.4 billion rail investment strategy for 2014-19. The
future competitions will also place passengers in the
driving seat by ensuring that their views and satisfaction
levels are taken into account when deciding which
companies run our railway services.

In rolling out the programme the Department for
Transport will work closely with the industry to negotiate
further new services and more capacity in all franchising
contracts while delivering the best deal for both passengers
and taxpayers.

Delivering on Brown review recommendations, the
new programme will provide a more sustainable schedule
for rail franchising by delivering no more than three to
four competitions per year, and staggering the two
principal inter-city franchises, west coast and east coast,
so they will not be let at the same point in the economic
cycle.

In order to roll out the programme and stagger future
competitions, it will be necessary to exercise a number
of contractual extensions with current operators and to
negotiate a series of direct awards with current operators.
During these discussions the Department will look to
negotiate further passenger benefits, which will ensure
the best deal for tax payers. As a result, I will later today
be serving notice on First Capital Connect and Southeastern
to call seven period extensions available in their contracts.

The new franchise programme is set out below:

Franchise (Operator) Owning Group
Current Franchise Expiry
Date

Duration of Franchise
Extension and/or
Direct Award

Start Date of New
Franchise

Essex Thameside (c2c) National Express May 13 16 Months September 14

Thameslink (First Capital
Connect) First Group September 13 (FCC) 12 months (FCC) September 14 (FCC)

& & & &

Southern (Merge to become
Thameslink, Southern and
Great Northern)

Govia July 15 (Southern) n/a (Southern) July15 (Southern)

East Coast Directly Operated Railways n/a n/a February 15

Northern Abellio/Serco April 14 22 months February 16

TransPennine (TransPennine
Express)

First Group/Keolis April 15 10 months February 16

Great Western (First Great
Western)

FirstGroup October 13 33 months July 16

Greater Anglia Abellio July 14 27 months October 16
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Franchise (Operator) Owning Group
Current Franchise Expiry
Date

Duration of Franchise
Extension and/or
Direct Award

Start Date of New
Franchise

InterCity West Coast (Virgin
Trains)

Virgin/Stagecoach November 14 29 months April 17

London Midland Govia September 15 21 months June 17
East Midlands (East Midlands
Trains)

Stagecoach April 15 30 months October 17

South Eastern (Southeastern) Govia April 14 50 months June 18
Wales and Borders (Arriva
Trains Wales)

Arriva October 18 n/a October 18

South West (South West Trains) Stagecoach February 17 26 months April 19
Cross Country Arriva April 16 43 months November 19
Chiltern Arriva December 21 n/a December 21

In my statement of 31 January I announced that the
Thameslink, Southern and Great Northern would be a
management style contract due to the level of investment
and change on the route. For Great Western, our plan is
to put to market a competed management contract in
2016. We will further develop this proposition in the
light of experience with the Thameslink competition,
which has similar infrastructure challenges, and will
give consideration to the capacity in the market closer
to the date.

In order to oversee this ambitious programme the
Government are also announcing the formation of a
new cross-industry Franchise Advisory Panel, headed
by Richard Brown, which will provide independent
advice and support to both bidders and the Department
during the procurement process.

In addition, following an industry consultation, I will
today, publish a revised policy statement under section
26 of the Railways Act. This has been updated to reflect
current franchising policy and completes a Brown review
recommendation.

All the relevant documents will be published on the
Department for Transport website. Copies will be made
available in the Libraries of both Houses.

Search and Rescue Helicopter Services

The Secretary of State for Transport (Mr Patrick
McLoughlin): On 28 November 2011 the Department
for Transport started a competition to procure search
and rescue helicopter services to replace the joint capability
provided by the Royal Air Force, Royal Navy, and Maritime
and Coastguard Agency (MCA). The procurement process
has now finished, and I wish to inform the House of the
results.

I am pleased to announce that a £1.6 billion contract
has been signed today to provide a search and rescue
helicopter service for the whole of the UK with Bristow
Helicopters Ltd. I would like to recognise the very high
quality and the maturity of the bids provided by the two
companies who reached the final stages in this vital
competition for an emergency service in the UK. In
buying such an important service that protects the
safety of individuals in our maritime industries and in
dangerous conditions on land and around our coastline,
it is vital that we had a robust competition with credible
and thoroughly developed propositions from industry. I
am confident that we did. I am equally confident that
the contract we are entering into with Bristow Helicopters
Ltd represents the best solution for the UK over the
next 10 years.

This contract represents a major investment by the
Government in providing a search and rescue helicopter
service using the most up-to-date helicopters and meeting
the highest professional standards. Operations will
commence progressively from 2015 and the service will
be fully operational across the United Kingdom by
summer 2017.

The contract will enable the RAF and Royal Navy to
withdraw from search and rescue activities in the UK
and retire their fleet of Sea King SAR helicopters. It
will also ensure service continuity when the current
contracted MCA service expires. Services under the
new contract will operate from 7 to 10 years and will be
managed by the Maritime and Coastguard Agency.

Experience of front-line operations has informed the
military decision that the skills required for personnel
recovery on the battlefield and in the maritime environment
can be sustained without the need for military personnel
being engaged in UK search and rescue. I want to pay
tribute to the outstanding service personnel who have
displayed such enduring commitment and bravery in
RAF and Royal Navy search and rescue squadrons. The
service they have provided for over 70 years has been
exemplary and the country owes them all an enormous
debt of gratitude. The decision to cease military involvement
in search and rescue in the UK was not made lightly.
But with the Sea King nearing its 40th year of service,
the time has come to change the way the service is
provided and the aircraft used.

The Maritime and Coastguard Agency, and its
predecessor bodies, has 30 years experience of operating
contracted search and rescue helicopter services using
civilian aircrew. The existing MCA search and rescue
contracts have delivered services of the very highest
standards, and highly skilled civilian crews have won
numerous awards for their bravery and dedication.

Bristow Helicopters Ltd is a UK company which has
36 years experience of providing search and rescue
services in the UK, including 24 years with the MCA.
The company has received numerous awards for SAR
missions its civilian crews have undertaken, including
chief coastguard’s commendations, coastguard rescue
shields, the Prince Philip helicopter award and the Queen’s
commendation for a mission in which 60 seamen were
rescued.

Bristow Helicopters Ltd has completed more than
44,000 search and rescue operational hours in the UK
and conducted over 15,000 missions, during which more
than 7,000 people have been rescued by their crews.
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The new service will operate a mixed fleet of 22 state-
of-the-art helicopters from 10 locations around the UK.
Sikorsky S92 helicopters will continue to be based at the
existing MCA bases at Stornoway and Sumburgh, and
at new bases at Newquay, Caernarfon and Humberside
airports. AgustaWestland AW189 helicopters will operate
from Lee on Solent, Prestwick airport, and new bases at
St Athan, Inverness and Manston airports. All bases
will be operational 24 hours a day. These base locations
are strategically placed near areas with high SAR incident
rates and will help ensure maximum operational coverage
across the UK while reducing transit times to incidents.

This combination of aircraft and base locations will
provide a world-class search and rescue capability.
Helicopters will be able to reach a larger area of the UK
search and rescue region within one hour of take off
than is currently possible, and based on historic incident
patterns we estimate that there will be an overall 20%
improvement in flying times, with the average flight
time reducing from 23 minutes to 19. Presently,
approximately 70% of high and very high risk areas are
reachable within 30 minutes. Under the new contract,
approximately 85% of the same areas are reachable
within this time frame.

The new contract will see the creation of over
350 new jobs. The AW189 will be assembled at
AgustaWestland’s factory in Yeovil and Sikorsky plans
to locate a supply hub in the Aberdeen region that will
support not only the UK SAR programme but also
Sikorsky’s large fleet of helicopters in the region serving
the important offshore oil sector. The contract will have
a significant impact on the UK supply chain, providing
and sustaining jobs and apprenticeships.

The safety of professional mariners, aviators, all those
travelling by sea or air, and all of those enjoying our
seas, coasts and mountains for business or leisure is of
paramount importance. This new contract, which will
match or exceed our existing search and rescue capability,
will ensure that this country’s search and rescue helicopter
service will be the standard bearer, both in Europe and
beyond.

WORK AND PENSIONS

Social Fund Loans Budget Allocation

The Minister of State, Department for Work and
Pensions (Steve Webb): I am pleased to announce that
the gross national loans budget for 2013-14 will be
£460.7 million.

The national loans budget is funded exclusively by
recoveries from existing loan debt and will continue to
provide a national budgeting loan scheme until full roll
out of universal credit to help those still receiving
income support, income-related employment and support
allowance, income-based jobseeker’s allowance, and pension
credit.

I will allocate the national loans budget in line with
the provisions in the Welfare Reform Act 2007. The aim
is to control and manage the national allocation while
providing consistency of outcomes for budgeting loan
applicants wherever they live.

In addition, the Secretary of State’s directions and
guidance on the discretionary social fund have been
amended with effect from 1 April 2013 to reflect the
ending of community care grants and crisis loans and
the continuation of budgeting loans. This includes
maintaining policy arrangements under which budgeting
loan decisions can be subject to a further review following
an initial review by an appropriate officer in Jobcentre
Plus.

I will place an explanatory note about the 2013-14
social fund loans allocation and a copy of the amended
directions and guidance in the House Libraries later
today.

State Pension and Benefit Payments (Cyprus)

The Minister of State, Department for Work and
Pensions (Steve Webb): I would like to update the House
on actions taken by my Department in response to the
closure of the Cypriot banking system last week.

The Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) acted
swiftly to hold on to benefit and state pension payments
to our customers with bank accounts in Cyprus or
accounts with Cypriot banks in Greece due to the
financial uncertainty and the extended bank closures.
In any event, the bank closures mean that recipients
would not have received their benefits as payments have
not been processed. And when the Cypriot banks do
reopen, delays in payment processing are possible.

DWP then took the decision to contact all those with
state pensions or benefits affected by the situation in
Cyprus. To speed up this process DWP couriered letters
to Cyprus to ensure this information reached individuals
as soon as possible. Our staff have also been contacting
individuals in Cyprus by email and phone.

We are advising customers to change the bank account
into which payments are made, for example by nominating
an alternative bank account or the account of a “trusted
friend” which is permissible under our current rules on
benefit payment. This is a practical measure to ensure
that payments reach our customers promptly, and we
are not advising these customers to close their Cypriot
bank accounts.

Customers who do not currently have another bank
account may wish to open one. HM Treasury have also
worked with Barclays to put in place a process so that
individuals can open a bank account quickly if they
wish to do so.

Government will continue to monitor the situation
closely from London and Nicosia and attempt to minimise
the disruption for those affected.

Customers who wish to change their accounts, or
require more information should contact the International
Pension Centre, whose details are on the Gov.uk website.
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Written Answers to

Questions
Tuesday 26 March 2013

ATTORNEY-GENERAL

Sexual Violence: Vulnerable Victims

8. Alun Cairns: To ask the Attorney-General what
steps the Crown Prosecution Service is taking to
support vulnerable witnesses in cases of sexual violence
and abuse. [149752]

The Solicitor-General: It is vital to ensure that vulnerable
witnesses are able to give their evidence effectively. The
range of special measures offered to vulnerable witnesses,
includes giving evidence by way of live link, video
recorded evidence in chief and screens in court.

There is also a comprehensive network of joint police/
CPS witness care units.

Vulnerable Witnesses

9. Stuart Andrew: To ask the Attorney-General what
special measures Crown Prosecution Service
prosecutors may offer to vulnerable witnesses to
support them in giving evidence. [149753]

The Solicitor-General: It is vital to ensure that vulnerable
witnesses are able to give their evidence effectively. The
range of special measures offered to vulnerable witnesses,
includes giving evidence by way of live link, video
recorded evidence in chief and screens in court.

There is also a comprehensive network of joint police/
CPS witness care units.

Crown Prosecution Service

Emily Thornberry: To ask the Attorney-General how
many cautions the Crown Prosecution Service has
approved for indictable-only offences in each quarter
since 2008. [149480]

The Solicitor-General: The Crown Prosecution Service
(CPS) does not hold central records showing the number
of cautions approved for indictable only offences. This
information could be obtained only by examining all of
the files where a caution has been approved, which
would incur disproportionate cost.

A table containing information on the total number
of pre-charge cautions authorised for all offences, rather
than just indictable only offences, has been deposited in
the Library of the House along with a table showing the
number of indictable only cases that were dropped
post-charge in favour of a caution. Information has
been split between simple and conditional caution for
ease of reference.

Official data showing the number of simple cautions
issued is contained within the official statistics relating
to sentencing, criminal court proceedings and offenders
brought to justice, maintained and issued by the Ministry
of Justice (MOJ).

Emily Thornberry: To ask the Attorney-General
what estimate he has made the cost of fraud committed
against the Crown Prosecution Service in each of the
last five years. [149483]

The Solicitor-General: In addition to the recently
discovered fraud resulting from false taxi journey invoices
that has a cost of approximately £1 million over the last
five years, the cost of fraud committed against the
Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) in each of the last
five years was reported as follows:

2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12

Losses (£) 0 0 0 18,000 0
Number of
incidents

0 0 0 1 0

The loss in 2010-11 relates to the loss or theft of a
mobile telephone to which £18,000 of telephone calls
was charged before the loss or theft was discovered.
Following this incident the affected Directorate reviewed
its processes for scrutinising this expenditure, undertook
a full inventory check of all mobile telephones and
electronic devices, and issued advice to the relevant
officer.

Emily Thornberry: To ask the Attorney-General
what steps the Crown Prosecution Service is taking to
improve its internal anti-fraud controls at (a) its west
midlands division and (b) all other regional divisions.

[149484]

The Solicitor-General: Following the discovery of
fraudulent payments to a supplier in its West Midlands
Area the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) immediately
commissioned investigations to ascertain the extent of
the fraudulent activity, how the prescribed controls
were circumvented and whether the controls were being
applied correctly in other parts of the organisation.

These investigations are ongoing. When they have
concluded the findings will be reported and, if
appropriate, recommendations on changes to the control
framework will be implemented across the CPS. These
recommendations will be considered in light of recent
events and implemented as necessary.

At the same time it commissioned investigations; the
CPS put in place a number of additional mechanisms to
ensure that all transactions originating from west midlands
were subject to additional scrutiny and to gain assurance
over the regularity of expenditure. The CPS has also
sought assurance from all area and HQ business managers
that, controls are being applied effectively and in accordance
with the departmental guidance.

Emily Thornberry: To ask the Attorney-General
pursuant to the answer of 18 March 2013, Official
Report, column 364W, on the Crown Prosecution
Service, what the average sum agreed as financial
consideration for entering into a confidentiality clause
was in respect of the compromise agreements referred
to in the answer; and what the total cost to the Crown
Prosecution Service has been of entering into these
agreements. [149550]
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The Solicitor-General: Not all compromise agreements
since 2010 have included a specific financial consideration
for confidentiality. For those that did, the average sum
was £214.

The total cost to the Crown Prosecution Service
(CPS) of entering into compromise agreements during
this period is £2,478,033,

Emily Thornberry: To ask the Attorney-General
pursuant to the answer of 18 March 2013, Official
Report, column 364W, on the Crown Prosecution
Service, how many of the compromise agreements
referred to in the Answer involved a waiver of the right
to make claims of (a) unfair dismissal, (b)
discrimination and (c) entitlements to redundancy
payments. [149552]

The Solicitor-General: All 46 of the compromise
agreements made by the Crown Prosecution Service
(CPS) since 2010 have included a waiver to (a) future
unfair dismissal and (b) discrimination claims. 10 included
the additional waiver against (c) entitlements to redundancy
payments.

Domestic Violence

Emily Thornberry: To ask the Attorney-General on
how many occasions the Crown Prosecution Service
took no further action with regard to a suspect whose
file had been marked with a domestic violence flag in
each of the last five years. [149482]

The Solicitor-General: The Crown Prosecution Service
(CPS) has recorded the following information with
regard to the number of occasions no further action has
been taken in cases flagged as domestic violence:

Domestic
violence flagged

pre-charge
decisions

(PCD)

Domestic
violence flagged

PCD where no
further action

was taken
(NFA) Percentage NFA

2008 79,195 20,467 25.8

2009 87,499 22,712 26.0

2010 100,460 27,094 27.0

2011 97,642 25,716 26.3

2012 88,202 22,746 25.8

Rape: Prosecutions

Emily Thornberry: To ask the Attorney-General (1)
whether a second specialist prosecutor’s decision is
sought in all cases where the Crown Prosecution
Service decides to drop or substantially alter charges
against a rape suspect; [149485]

(2) whether a second specialist prosecutor’s decision
is sought in all cases where the Crown Prosecution
Service decides to take no further action regarding the
file of a rape suspect referred to it for a charging
decision. [149486]

The Solicitor-General: All Crown Prosecution Service
(CPS) rape specialist prosecutors, deciding to drop or
substantially alter a rape charge, are required to obtain
the agreement of a second rape specialist prosecutor
before a final decision is taken.

The same procedure also applies to any decisions
made to take no further action on a rape file referred for
a charging decision.

INDEPENDENT PARLIAMENTARY
STANDARDS AUTHORITY COMMITTEE

Members: Payments

Mr Leigh: To ask the hon. Member for Broxbourne,
representing the Speaker’s Committee for the
Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority, how
many duplicate payments to hon. Members has the
Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority
(IPSA) made in error during the last 12 months; how
IPSA has recovered such payments; and how such
payments are reported. [148474]

Mr Charles Walker: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the Independent Parliamentary
Standards Authority. I have asked IPSA to reply.
Letter from Andrew McDonald, dated 25 March 2013:

As Chief Executive of the Independent Parliamentary Standards
Authority, I have been asked to reply to your Parliamentary
Question relating to duplicate payments to Members of Parliament.

IPSA does not record duplicate payments systematically and
providing the requested information could only be achieved at
disproportionate cost.

If a duplicate payment were to be identified, the method of
recovery would depend on the original purpose of the payment.
The rules on the recovery of overpayments are set out in Chapter
Two of the MPs’ Scheme of Business Costs and Expenses,
available on our website:
www.parliamentarystandards.org.uk

Where an MP makes a repayment to IPSA, this is reported in
the regular two-monthly publication round.

Staff

Helen Jones: To ask the hon. Member for
Broxbourne, representing the Speaker’s Committee for
the Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority,
how many staff in each pay band are employed by the
Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority.

[149524]

Mr Charles Walker [holding answer 25 March 2013]:
The information requested falls within the responsibility
of the Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority.
I have asked IPSA to reply.
Letter from Andrew McDonald, dated 25 March 2013:

As Chief Executive of the Independent Parliamentary Standards
Authority, I have been asked to reply to your Parliamentary
Question asking for staffing figures.

IPSA currently employs staff in the following pay bands:

Grade Salary range Number of staff

A £19,500 to £25,000 1

B £23,000 to £30,500 19

C £30,500 to £37,000 7

D £35,000 to £46,000 4

E £46,000 to £61,500 8

F £60,000 to £73,000 1

G — 1

SCS-
equivalent

— 1

The above figures include 2 temporary staff members directly
employed by IPSA and exclude those on secondments, whose pay
is administered by their home departments. Other temporary staff
are engaged and paid through recruitment agencies.
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PRIME MINISTER
G8

Mr Dodds: To ask the Prime Minister what
consideration he has given to the hosting or
participating in a G8 Investment Conference in
Northern Ireland following the G8 Summit at Lough
Erne in June 2013. [149843]

The Prime Minister: As I said on the day I announced
the G8 would be hosted at Lough Erne, I want to use
this as an opportunity to showcase Northern Ireland to
the world as a modern and dynamic part of the United
Kingdom that is open for business, with huge potential
for investment and tourism. I would welcome plans for
a G8 investment conference in Northern Ireland.

Syria

Mr Andrew Turner: To ask the Prime Minister when
he last discussed Syria with Mr Tony Blair. [149808]

The Prime Minister: I have met Tony Blair in his role
as the Special Representative of the Middle East Quartet
on a number of occasions, most recently on 6 February
2013 and 13 September 2012. During these meetings we
discussed the prospects for the Middle East Peace Process
and the vital role the US has in leading an effort to
revive this, supported by European, Arab and other
nations. There were no detailed discussions on Syria.

SCOTLAND
Armed Forces: Electoral Register

Mr Jim Murphy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Scotland how many family members of (a) serving
and (b) former Scottish service personnel are
registered to vote in Scotland. [149245]

David Mundell: Registration is a private matter and
we do not collect information on whether or not family
members of service personnel are registered to vote.

Under section 59 of the Representation of the People
Act 1983, the Ministry of Defence must make appropriate
provision to inform service personnel and their spouses
of their rights under that Act. Under the Act, members
of the forces; people employed overseas in the service of
the Crown; people employed overseas by the British
Council; and the spouses or civil partners of those
groups are entitled to register under a service declaration.
The Electoral Register does not differentiate between
these various groupings.

Mr Jim Murphy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Scotland what steps his Department is taking to raise
awareness amongst the military community of voting
registration procedures. [150186]

Michael Moore: The Government is committed to
members of the armed forces being able to take their
full part in the democratic process, in accordance with
the armed forces covenant.

The Ministry of Defence works closely with the
Cabinet Office and the Electoral Commission to raise
awareness of voting registration procedures, including
through an annual campaign to promote service voter
registration. As part of the annual campaign, a defence
instruction notice is issued, and its key messages reinforced

at unit level through posted routine orders. In addition,
unit registration officers are expected to hold service
registration days at all units.

Mr Jim Murphy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Scotland how many Scottish service personnel have
been able to re-register as a service voter after their
previous such registration had lapsed in the last
12 months. [150230]

Michael Moore: All service personnel are eligible to
re-register as service voters when their existing registration
lapses, however registration is a private matter and we
do not collect information on whether or not personnel
are registered to vote.

Scottish Parliament

Mr MacNeil: To ask the Secretary of State for
Scotland what assessment he has made of his
Department’s progress in completing pre-release
inspection of files relating to the creation of the
Scottish Parliament; and when he expects to release the
remaining such files. [149934]

David Mundell: There are 38 files which fall within
the scope of the question: 36 have been reviewed by
Scotland Office officials in accordance with the Freedom
of Information Act 2000 (FOIA)—which applies to
these files. Officials are expected to complete their review
of the remaining two files during the week commencing
8 April 2013.

Of the 36 files which have been reviewed, 31 have
been released, four have been passed to the Cabinet
Office for further review and 1 has been fully withheld
as it contains personal information (absolute exemption
under s40 of FOIA).

Social Rented Housing

Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for
Scotland how many lettings of (a) one bedroom and
(b) two bedroom socially rented housing units were
made to existing tenants in the socially rented sector in
each local authority area in (i) Scotland and (ii) Wales
in the last 12 months. [149739]

David Mundell: Housing in Scotland is a devolved
matter. The Scotland Office does not hold the information
requested for Scotland, nor for Wales.

NORTHERN IRELAND

Disclosure of Information

Jon Trickett: To ask the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland how many civil servants in her
Department have been subject to non-disclosure
agreements in each year since 2010. [150039]

Mike Penning: Since 2010, no civil servants in my
Department have been subject to such an agreement.
This response does not include reference to the Official
Secrets Act which all civil servants are required to sign
as part of their employment contract.
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TRANSPORT

Disclosure of Information

Jon Trickett: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport how many civil servants in his Department
have been subject to non-disclosure agreements in each
year since 2010. [150041]

Norman Baker: We have taken “non disclosure
agreements” to mean compromise agreements between
the department and individual members of staff, and
CoT3 agreements - an ACAS Conditional Settlement
Form - resulting from Employment Tribunals.

The table below provides figures for the central
Department for Transport and five of its Executive
Agencies - the Driving Standards Agency, the Driver
Vehicle and Licensing Agency, the Highways Agency,
the Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Vehicle Certification
Agency and the Vehicle and Operator Services Agency.
(No figures are available for the Maritime and Coastguard
Agency).

2010 2011 2012 2013

Between 16 and 24 15 9 <5

For the year 2010 a numerical range has been used
because the data for one Agency is held in a financial
year form and it is not possible in the timescale to
establish which of the identified agreements were undertaken
in the final 3 months of the financial year 2009/10.

High Speed 2 Railway Line

Mr Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Transport what assessment he has made of the
effects on the East coast mainline of the construction
of High Speed 2; and if he will make a statement.

[149457]

Mr Simon Burns: High Speed 2 will transform journey
times, capacity and connectivity between major cities of
the north, midlands and London. Journey time
improvements will be possible from new classic-compatible
high speed trains serving destinations on the east coast
main line north of Leeds following completion of phase
two of the scheme. HS2 will also free up space for
additional commuter, regional and freight services on
the east coast main line offering more opportunity for
services to meet local needs. Latest estimates published
in August 2012 suggest HS2 will deliver benefits of
£2 for every £1 spent, including impacts on the east
coast main line.

David Mowat: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport (1) what assessment he has made of the
potential effect of the recent judgement handed down
in R (on application of Buckinghamshire County
Council and Others) v Secretary of State for Transport
2013 on the (a) length of the consultation and (b)
announcement of the final design of the Exceptional
Hardship Scheme for those affected by phase 2 of High
Speed 2; what his most recent estimate is of the likely
date of the final announcement; and if he will make a
statement; [149532]

(2) what changes he has made to the consultation on
the Exceptional Hardship Scheme for those affected by
phase 2 of High Speed 2 as a result of the recent

judgement handed down in the case of R (on
application of Buckinghamshire County Council and
Others) v Secretary of State for Transport 2013; and if
he will make a statement. [149533]

Mr Simon Burns: The recent judgment has no effect
on the EHS for phase two of HS2. We will not be
altering the length of the consultation, or altering the
consultation in any other way. Subject to the outcome
of the current consultation, which ends on 29 April
2013, we anticipate announcing the scheme later this
year as the Government sees a strong case for providing
early appropriate assistance for those who may be suffering
exceptional hardship.

Mr Khalid Mahmood: To ask the Secretary of State
for Transport what proportion of the jobs associated
with the development phase of High Speed 2 will be
based in (a) Greater London and (b) Birmingham.

[150133]

Mr Simon Burns: As at the end of February, there
were 364 staff within the core HS2 Ltd organisation
engaged in the development of High Speed 2. This
figure includes directly employed staff as well as secondees
and development partner staff. Five employees are currently
based in Birmingham with the remainder in London.

HS2 Ltd anticipates the number of employees outside
London in the future will reflect the places the network
will serve. To this end, the company will be conducting
a strategic review in due course as to where HS2 staff
will be located during the development phase of the
project.

Motorcycles: Driving Tests

Jim Fitzpatrick: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport when his Department will publish the results
of its review into motorcycle driver testing. [149874]

Stephen Hammond: As part of the motorcycle test
review, the Department for Transport is currently
undertaking research to see if it is feasible and safe to
carry out the module 1 manoeuvres on the road.

The Department expects to receive a final research
report in the next few months. Once the report has been
received and considered, the Department will make a
further statement on the future of the motorcycle test
review.

Overtime

Chi Onwurah: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what the (a) average and (b) total cost of
overtime payments was for each pay grade in his
Department in the last 12 months. [150233]

Norman Baker: The average cost per employee and
the total cost of overtime payments in the Department
for Transport including its six executive agencies in the
last 12 months is shown in the following table:

£

Average cost per employee 934.48

Total cost 16,492,631.70

A breakdown of these payments by each pay grade
can be provided only at disproportionate cost.
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Public Expenditure

Chris Leslie: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport with reference to the estimated Resource
DEL underspend in financial year 2012-13 of £700
million as set out in Table 2.5 of the Budget 2013 Red
Book which service areas in his Department have
received reduced resources; what the amounts of
resource reduction were; and if he will make a
statement. [150192]

Norman Baker: Table 2.5 of the Budget 2013 Red
Book shows the difference between Budget 2012 plans
and department’s latest estimates of their full-year
position.

In addition to forecast underspend against final
plans, since Budget 2012 the Department for Transport
surrendered £153m of RDEL at supplementary estimates,
of which £151m is available for future years through
the Budget Exchange mechanism, and switched £360m
from its resource budget to the capital budget.

The Department will set out its spending for the year
in detail in its annual accounts in the usual way.

Road Traffic: Brigg

Andrew Percy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what recent estimate his Department has
made of the level of congestion on the roads in Brigg
and Goole constituency. [150157]

Stephen Hammond: Estimates of road congestion
levels for parliamentary constituencies are not held
centrally.

Telephone Services

John Healey: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport (1) for each of the principal access numbers
operated by (a) his Department and (b) the agencies
for which he is responsible, what revenue has been
retained by (i) the telephone provider for that line and
(ii) his Department in each of the last three years;

[150000]

(2) which telephone lines are operated by (a) his
Department and (b) the agencies for which he is
responsible for public enquiries or other services; what
the (i) principal access number and (ii) telephone
service provider is for each number; and which such
lines (A) are free to the caller and (B) may incur a
charge to the caller. [150023]

Norman Baker: The information requested has been
provided in the table below.

Agency Principal access no Service provider Callers charged? Yes/No
Revenue retained by
service provider

Revenue retained by
DfT/Agency?

DfTc 0300 330 3000 The service provider
was KCom until 21
March 2013, but
changed on 21 to Virgin
Media Business

Yes We do not have data of
what revenue has been
retained by the service
provider.

No revenue has been
accrued.

DSA 0300 200 1122 BT Yes We do not have data of
what revenue has been
retained by the service
provider.

No revenue has been
accrued

0300 200 1155

0300 200 1177

0300 200 1133

0300 200 1144

0300 200 1166

DVLA Public: All of the DVLA’s
contact numbers have
moved to Virgin Media
Business from BT
between November
2012 and January 2013.

Yes We do not have data of
what revenue has been
retained by the service
provider.

No revenue has been
accrued from the 0300
numbers.

0300 790 6801

0300 790 6802

0300 790 6806

0300 123 4321

Premium rate numbers
for Motor Trade

However, the DVLA
does operate three
premium rate services
for the use of the motor
trade. The revenue
generated from these
numbers over the last
three years is shown
below:
2010-11-£922,382
2011-12-£740,144
2012-131-£753,899
(Provisional
Outturn—11 months)

0906 139 3837
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Agency Principal access no Service provider Callers charged? Yes/No
Revenue retained by
service provider

Revenue retained by
DfT/Agency?

0906 765 7585

0906 185 8585

0906 302 1234 (this line
receives around six calls
a year and is shortly to
be discontinued)

HA 0800 0186969 Verizon UK No

0844 6931448 (press no
not public)

Colt Technology Yes We do not have data of
what revenue has been
retained by the service
provider.

No revenue has been
accrued

0300 1235000 BT No

0845 75040302 BT Yes

08459556575 Cable and Wireless Yes

MCA 0870 (local rate) BT Yes We do not have data of
what revenue has been
retained by the service
provider.

No revenue has been
accrued

VOSA 0300 123 9000 BT Yes We do not have data of
what revenue has been
retained by the service
provider.

No revenue has been
accrued

VCA 0300 330 5797 Daisy Communications Yes We do not have data of
what revenue has been
retained by the service
provider.

No revenue has been
accrued

0300 330 5799(local rate
numbers)

AAIB 01252 510300 Alternative Networks Yes We do not have data of
what revenue has been
retained by the service
provider.

No revenue has been
accrued.

01252 512299 (24 hour
accident reporting line)

MAIB 023 8039 5500 Virgin Media Yes We do not have data of
what revenue has been
retained by the service
provider.

No revenue has been
accrued.

023 8023 2527 BT

RAIB 01332 253300 Maintel Yes We do not have data on
provider’s costs and
revenue for individual
line.

No revenue has been
accrued.

01332 253333

1 DVLA revenue from premium rate numbers—The figure for 2012-13 is provisional outturn and is such is subject to year-end audit adjustments. The figures for both
2010-11 and 2011-12 are reported in financial years. The revenue, which DVLA receives from the motor trade lines, is used to offset normal running costs.
2 This is the old number for the Highways Agency Information Line (HAIL). Calls to this number are redirected to the new HAIL number: 0300 1235000. The old
number has been retained because it may still appear in old literature.

Tonnage Tax

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what (a) proportion and (b) number of
ships under each flag registered by company groups for
inclusion in the tonnage tax scheme in each year since
2001 traded to or from UK ports in each such year.

[150309]

Stephen Hammond: The Department does not hold
the information as requested.

Transport: Finance

David Mowat: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport if he will establish a generic exceptional
hardship scheme to help those affected by national
infrastructure projects as opposed to designing
bespoke schemes for each project; and if he will make a
statement. [149379]

Mr Simon Burns: A generic exceptional hardship
scheme would not be helpful. Exceptional hardship
schemes need to be targeted at the specific hardship
suffered by the people affected by a particular infrastructure
scheme, where circumstances warrant it. Where the
Government decides such a scheme is required, the
previous scheme might provide a useful template but
this would depend on the particular circumstances of
the case.

CABINET OFFICE

British Nationals Abroad: Electoral Register

Sir Roger Gale: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office what his estimate is of the number of expatriate
UK citizens who have lived overseas for more than
15 years and are as a consequence not allowed to vote
in UK general elections. [149479]
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Mr Hurd: The information requested falls within the
responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority. I have
asked the authority to reply.
Letter from Glen Watson, dated March 2013:

As Director General for the Office for National Statistics
(ONS), I have been asked to respond to your Parliamentary
Question to ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office, what his
estimate is of the number of expatriate UK citizens who have
lived overseas for more than 15 years and are as a consequence
not allowed to vote in UK general elections. [149479]

The Office for National Statistics (ONS) does not collect
information regarding UK citizens resident outside the UK, and
so is unable to answer your question.

For more information about UK migrants abroad, please see
the World Bank publication “Migration and Remittances
Factbook 2011”

http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTLAC/Resources/
Factbook2011-Ebook.pdf

Alternatively, an individual country breakdown for Europe
can be found on the Eurostat website:

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/
population/data/database

Constituencies

Chris Ruane: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office pursuant to the answer of 24 January 2013,
Official Report, column 439W, on constituencies, if he
will change the range of questions used in future
censuses to help overcome any obstacles to using the
census as the basis for boundary reviews. [148429]

Mr Hurd: The information requested falls within the
responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority. I have
asked the authority to reply.
Letter from Glen Watson, dated 14 March 2013:

As Director General of the Office for National Statistics I
have been asked to reply to your recent Parliamentary Question
about whether the range of questions used in future censuses will
be changed to help overcome obstacles to using the census as the
basis for boundary reviews (148429).

The Office for National Statistics is currently engaged in a
major programme of work, the Beyond 2011 Programme, to
assess options for meeting future requirements for population
and small area socio-demographic statistics. At this stage it is too
early to know whether or not there will be another census in
England and Wales and, if so, what questions will be asked.

DEFENCE
Armed Forces: Food

John Woodcock: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what proportion of the food supplied as
operational rations to UK armed forces is sourced in
the UK; and what steps he is taking to increase that
proportion. [150182]

Mr Francois: For armed forces personnel serving on
operations, overseas exercises and HM Ships there is a
single food supply contract with Purple Foodservice
Solutions Ltd (PFS). PFS lists approximately 1,150
different food-related items for the armed forces in the
core range price list. Currently, they estimate that
approximately 60% of lines listed, excluding fresh
produce, are sourced from suppliers within the UK.
The percentage of UK produced goods changes
regularly as a result of seasonality, value for money
incentives and changes of supplier. All food procured
through the PFS contract is produced to UK and EU
production standards, farm assurance or equivalent.

The Ministry of Defence (MOD) is bound by
European Union Public Procurement Directives which
demand fair and open competition for all food
contracts involving the expenditure of public funds.
The directives do not permit the MOD to specify only
British products or to only source products from a
particular region.

Armed Forces: Housing

Mike Crockart: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what the (a) length of contract and (b) other
terms are of the private finance initiative with
Bannockburn Homes Ltd in respect of service family
accommodation for Redford and Dreghorn Barracks.

[149594]

Mr Francois: The private finance initiative contract
with Bannockburn Homes Limited was let in 1999 for
20 years and expires on 17 August 2019. Further details
about the contract can be found at the following
website:

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/infrastructure_data_pfi.htm

Despite the announced future closures of Craigiehall
and part of Redford Barracks, there is still a
requirement for service families accommodation in the
Edinburgh area, including the PFI properties, to meet
the continuing demand from personnel based at other
sites in the region.

Armed Forces: Housing Benefit

Mr Jim Murphy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence pursuant to the answer of 29 January 2013,
Official Report, column 74W, on armed forces: housing
benefit, what the outcome was of the meeting between
the Minister of Personnel, Veterans and Welfare and
Lord Freud regarding housing benefit and the armed
forces held in January 2013. [145714]

Mr Francois [holding answer 1 March 2013]: I refer
the right hon. Member to the answer I gave on
20 March 2013, Official Report, column 685W.

Army: Redundancy

Mr Buckland: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence if he will provide the Government Actuary’s
estimate of the total remuneration package, including
pension and redundancy, from leaving aged 39 to age
65 for a Major on pay level 6 (a) made redundant at
15 years 364 days’ pensionable service and (b) made
redundant at 16 years’ pensionable service with more
than three years remaining on their current contract.

[149205]

Mr Francois: The Government Actuary’s
Department (GAD) has based its estimate upon
two scenarios—redundancy at 15 years 364 days
pensionable service and redundancy at 16 years
pensionable service. The GAD has estimated the
discounted present capital value of pension and
redundancy payments, made between age 39 and age 65
to a member of Armed Forces Pension Scheme 75
holding major’s rank, pay level 6 and aged 39.

The following assumptions were used in preparing
these estimates: the discount rate is 5% per annum,
consumer price index inflation is 2% per annum, there
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is no allowance for death before age 65 and, in the 16
year scenario, the individual opts for full resettlement
commutation.

The resultant estimates are shown in the following
table:

Discounted present capital values of pension and redundancy
payments up to age 65

£000
15 years
364 days 16 years

No allowance for tax 160 330
Reduced to allow for tax on pension
payments at assumed marginal rate of
40%1

150 250

1 Pension scheme lump sums and redundancy payments are normally
tax-free, for armed forces personnel.

Departmental Coordination

Mr Jim Murphy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence which of the Ministers in his Department is
responsible for liaison with the Department for Work
and Pensions on (a) changes to housing benefit and
(b) public sector pension reform. [146987]

Mr Francois: I am.

Military Bases: Scotland

Mike Crockart: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence (1) what assessment he has made of the likely
effects of the outcome of the Basing Review on levels
of continuing educational allowance claimed in
Scotland; [149588]

(2) what assessment he has made of the likely effects
of the outcome of the Basing Review on levels of
continuing educational allowance claimed by Scottish
regiments. [149590]

Mr Francois: The Ministry of Defence has made no
assessment along the lines described. Continuity of
Education Allowance (CEA) is designed to assist
eligible service personnel to achieve continuity of
education for their children. Eligibility for CEA is not
dependent on unit or location. However, the assessed
likelihood of a future change of location is a factor in
determining eligibility.

Public Expenditure

Mr Ivan Lewis: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what funding his Department allocated to the
(a) Conflict Pool, (b) Discretionary Peacekeeping
Fund, (c) BBC World Service, excluding the BBC
World Service Trust, (d) BBC World Service Trust, (e)
Special Reserve, (f) British Council and (g) Security
and Intelligence Fund in each year since 2010. [149122]

Mr Robathan [holding answer 20 March 2013]: The
Conflict Pool is part of a HM Treasury-funded
settlement on conflict resources. It is not funded from
Ministry of Defence (MOD) departmental expenditure
limits and is managed jointly by the Department for
International Development, the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office and the MOD. The MOD’s use

of Conflict Pool funds is explained in its annual
reports, which can be found online at the following
address:

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/mod-annual-
report-2011-12
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/mod-resource-
accounts-2010-11

There is no Discretionary Peacekeeping Fund.
Responsibility for funding discretionary peacekeeping
activities is currently accounted for within the Conflict
Resources Settlement provided by HM Treasury in the
2010 spending review.

The MOD has not allocated funds to the BBC World
Service or the BBC World Service Trust. The MOD
has, however, made payments to the BBC World
Service Trust for the provision of specific services.

The MOD does not contribute funds to the Special
Reserve, which is the responsibility of HM Treasury.
The MOD receives funds from the Special Reserve for
paying the net additional costs of military operations
in Afghanistan.

The MOD has not allocated funds to the British
Council. The MOD has, however, made payments to
the British Council for the provision of specific
services.

There is no Security and Intelligence Fund. There is
however a Single Intelligence Account to fund the
business of the Intelligence and Security Agencies. The
MOD is reimbursed for services it provides.

Chris Leslie: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence pursuant to the Budget 2013 Red Book,
Table 2.5, which capital items and projects are no
longer proceeding as a consequence of the underspend
by his Department in 2012-13; and if he will make a
statement. [150125]

Mr Philip Hammond: No capital items or projects
have been cancelled as a result of the underspend in
2012-13.

Recruitment

Priti Patel: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
how many officials were recruited to (a) his
Department and (b) each of its non-departmental
public bodies in each of the last five years. [147965]

Mr Francois: There has been a freeze on external
recruitment to the Ministry of Defence (MOD)
including its trading funds and non-departmental
public bodies since May 2010. Exceptions apply to
front line or business critical posts; fast streamers
and apprentices; and posts paid for in full by other
parties, for example United States visiting forces and
NATO support facilities. There is also a continuing
need to recruit to certain specialisms, such as Service
Children’s Education teachers to educate the children
of service personnel, certain medical grades, and posts
that are critical to delivering defence transformation.
The numbers recruited for these reasons will vary from
year to year according to requirements.

The following table details the number of civilian
staff recruited to the MOD during each of the last four
financial years, and as at 31 January 2013.
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Civilian intake
FY

2008-09
FY

2009-10
FY

2010-11
FY

2011-12

FY
2012-13

to 31
January

2013

MOD Main

Recruitment/
reinstatement

3,940 3,990 1,410 770 860

Transfer from
other public
office

110 210 190 100 220

MOD Main total 4,040 4,200 1,610 870 1,080

Trading Funds

Recruitment/
reinstatement

460 380 190 180 120

Transfer from
other public
office

570 560 240 330 420

Trading funds
total

1,040 940 430 520 540

Overall total
MOD Intake

5,080 5,140 2,040 1,380 1,620

Notes:
1. All people are counted equally regardless of their hours of work.
2. MOD Total intake includes all permanent, casual and Trading Funds
civilian personnel but excludes all Royal Fleet Auxiliary and locally engaged
civilians.
3. Where rounding has been used, totals and sub-totals have been rounded
separately and so may not equal the sums of their rounded parts. When
rounding to the nearest 10, numbers ending in ‘5’ have been rounded to the
nearest multiple of 20 to prevent systematic bias.
4. Reinstatement applies to civilian staff who have been previously employed
by the MOD.

Reserve Forces

Mr Baron: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
what the full cost estimates are for mobilising and
deploying (a) a Territorial Army battalion and (b) the
Army Reserves as a whole. [146946]

Mr Francois [holding answer 11 March 2013]: Our
policy in recent years has generally been to use
reservists as individual reinforcements to serve
alongside their regular counterparts and there has been
no requirement to mobilise and deploy a Territorial
Battalion (TA) or the Army Reserve as a whole.

Under Army 2020 we anticipate that in the future we
will routinely use reservists not only in providing
augmentation but as part of the integrated Army,
operating in formed combat and support units. The
future cost of such mobilisation and deployments will
vary depending on the number and size of the reserve
units deployed, the type of role they are fulfilling, the
manpower mix and the nature of any operation they
might undertake.

Mr Baron: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
(1) what proportion of the planned additional £1.8
billion investment in Reserve Forces will cover the cost
of mobilisation and operations; [146947]

(2) what assumptions he has made regarding the
number of reservists to be mobilised in a five year
period. [146948]

Mr Francois [holding answer 11 March 2013]: Our
intention is to increase integration of the reserves and
regulars and to use reservists routinely to deliver
Defence outputs. The number of reservists mobilised

will vary depending on the type, scale and location of
the task. Costs will vary commensurately. The precise
source of funding will be determined on a case-by-case
basis. We do not expect any major contribution from
the £1.8 billion for the cost of mobilisation.

Theft

Gemma Doyle: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what assessment he has made of the total
proportion of the defence estates and bases budget that
is written off annually as a result of fraud, corruption
and theft. [149716]

Mr Francois [holding answer 25 March 2013]: No
assessment has been made by the Ministry of Defence
of the proportion of the defence estates and bases
budget that is written off annually as a result of fraud,
corruption and theft.

This information is not held centrally and could be
provided only at disproportionate cost.

Travel

Mr Thomas: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence how much his Department spent on (a) the
Government Car Service and (b) other taxi or car
services for ministerial travel in each year since
2009-10; and if he will make a statement. [142633]

Mr Dunne: Road transport for the Secretary of State
for Defence, my right hon. Friend the Member for
Runnymede and Weybridge (Mr Hammond), is
normally provided by the Metropolitan police.

Ministry of Defence (MOD) expenditure on car
travel by the Junior Defence Ministers is shown in the
following table:

£

Financial
year

Government
car service

MOD pool
cars1 Taxis Total

2009-10 106,343 218,090 n/a 324,433

2010-11 39,419 131,622 147 171,188

2011-12 0 127,160 232 127,392
1 The Junior Defence Ministers have, in accordance with the Ministerial Code,
given up their cars with a dedicated driver to reduce costs and now share a
central MOD car pool with senior staff working in the MOD main building.
The costs quoted represent a notional estimate of the use the Junior Defence
Ministers have made of the shared vehicles.

Type 45 Destroyers

Angus Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what plans he has for Type 45 destroyers to
participate in ballistic missile defence training with the
US armed forces. [149366]

Mr Robathan: The UK has no plans to integrate UK
warships into the US Ballistic Missile Defence
programme for training or otherwise. However, a
science and technology programme is in place to
evaluate the Type 45 destroyer’s capabilities against
difficult air targets and as part of this, a Type 45 has
been invited to take part in a forthcoming US Ballistic
Missile Defence trial.
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HOME DEPARTMENT

Asylum

Bridget Phillipson: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department what plans she has to increase
the ring-fenced allocation for asylum cases on the Fast
Track process on the immigration detention estate; and
what estimates she has made of the size of the
ring-fenced allocation for asylum cases on the Fast
Track process on the immigration detention estate by
1 December 2013. [148665]

Mr Harper [holding answer 20 March 2013]: Entry
to the detained fast track procedure is determined by
reference to published policy available on the UK
Border Agency website at:

http://www.ukba.homeoffice.gov.uk/sitecontent/documents/
policyandlaw/asylumprocessguidance/detention/guidance/
detained_fast_processes

The Detained Fast Track process deals with
applications for asylum that appear, after screening, to
be ones where a quick decision can be made. The
system operates flexibly and in cases where it becomes
apparent that an application is more complicated and
cannot be determined within the Detained Fast Track
time-scale, the case is taken out of the process and
the claimant normally released from detention. The
Government believes that the process provides
claimants with the necessary time and opportunity to
enable their applications to be justly decided and heard.
The Agency will continue to seek to process as many
cases that fall within the criteria through this process.
Numbers of eligible cases and therefore detention
requirements are difficult to predict given that entry
levels rely on intake.

Asylum: Females

Mrs Moon: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what assessment she has made of
the effect of dispersal on the health of (a) pregnant
women seeking asylum and (b) new mothers seeking
asylum; and if she will make a statement. [149497]

Mr Harper: Asylum seekers who are homeless are
placed in an initial accommodation centre, where there
are medical teams on site. An assessment is then made
of their longer term accommodation needs. Any
decision to disperse the person to accommodation in
another part of the country takes account of the
outcome of the medical examination carried out in the
centre.

There has been no specific assessment of the effect of
dispersal on the health of pregnant women seeking
asylum, but the dispersal policy is kept under regular
review and changes made from time to time in light of
the views of health professionals and other interested
parties. The policy was most recently revised in August
2012 following an extensive consultation exercise. All
asylum seekers have full access to the United
Kingdom’s health care system.

Birmingham Airport: Immigration Controls

Chris Bryant: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many times the UK Border
Force target for queuing times for (a) EEA and (b)

non-EEA passengers at Birmingham Airport were
breached in (i) October 2012, (ii) November 2012, (iii)
December 2012 and (iv) January 2013. [146412]

Mr Harper [holding answer 5 March 2013]: During
October, November and December 2012 and in
January 2013, queues exceeding service standards
occurred on the following number of occasions:

Birmingham airport

Date

Number of queues
exceeding service

standards
Number of queue

measurements taken

EEA Non EEA EEA Non EEA

October 2012 3 0 583 485

November 2012 1 1 596 559

December 2012 0 0 584 567

January 2013 0 0 638 630

Please note that figures quoted are management
information only which have been subject to internal
quality checks and may be subject to change.

I also refer you to the published statistics on the
clearance of passengers, at the national level:

http://www.ukba.homeoffice.gov.uk/sitecontent/documents/
aboutus/clearance-of-passengers/

Crime Prevention: Rural Areas

Miss McIntosh: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what steps she is taking to reduce
rural crime; and if she will make a statement. [149845]

Mr Jeremy Browne: The Government recognises that
rural communities are vulnerable to certain crimes. The
election of police and crime commissioners has given
rural communities a stronger voice in determining local
policing priorities. We are also giving the public more
street-level information about crime on a monthly basis
so they have the information they need to hold local
forces to account.

Entry Clearances: Overseas Students

Mr Raab: To ask the Secretary of State for the Home
Department pursuant to the announcement of
12 December 2012 that from April 2013, PhD students
who have completed their studies will be allowed to
stay in Britain for 12 months after they have completed
their PhD before having to find a job or start a
business, what procedures will be required to extend a
visa; whether those extending a visa in this way will
have to apply for a new visa; whether biometric
information or a passport will need to be submitted as
part of such an application; what fees applicants will
need to pay; and what timeframe will be required for
such an application. [146650]

Mr Harper [holding answer 7 March 2013]: On
14 March 2013 I laid a written ministerial statement
in Parliament outlining a number of changes to the
immigration rules. These will come into effect on
6 April and include changes to tier 4 to allow
completing PhD students to stay in the UK for one
year beyond the end of their course to find skilled work
or to set up as an entrepreneur. Full details are
available in the Statement of Changes to Immigration
Rules (HC1039), a copy of which has been places in the
Library of the House.
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The Home Office and the UK Border Agency have
worked with the higher education sector to produce
guidance on how the policy will be implemented.
Amendments to the Tier 4 guidance will be published
on the UK Border Agency website on 6 April 2013.

Gatwick Airport: Immigration Controls

Chris Bryant: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many times the UK Border
Force’s target for queuing times for (a) EEA and (b)
non-EEA passengers at London Gatwick airport was
breached in (i) October 2012, (ii) November 2012, (iii)
December 2012 and (iv) January 2013. [146170]

Mr Harper [holding answer 4 March 2013]: During
October, November and December 2012 and in
January 2013, queues exceeding service standards
occurred on the following number of occasions:

Gatwick—North terminal

Number of queues
exceeding service

standards
Number of queue

measurements taken

EEA Non EEA EEA Non EEA

October 2012 0 3 1,011 1,010

November 2012 0 0 2,878 2,877

December 2012 5 7 2,853 2,854

January 2013 3 9 2,975 2,975

Gatwick—South terminal

Number of queues
exceeding service

standards

Number of queue
measurements taken

EEA Non EEA EEA Non EEA

October 2012 1 0 998 998

November 2012 1 1 2,880 2,873

December 2012 11 26 2,854 2,852

January 2013 2 6 2,976 2,973

Note:
The figures quoted are management information only which have been subject
to internal quality checks and may be subject to change.

I also refer the hon. Member to the published
statistics on the clearance of passengers, at a national
level:

http://www.ukba.homeoffice.gov.uk/sitecontent/documents/
aboutus/clearance-of-passengers/

Government Procurement Card

Chris Bryant: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what the mean average spend using
a Government Procurement Card was per member of
staff in (a) the UK Border Agency and (b) UK
Border Force in (i) 2011 and (ii) 2012. [144996]

Mr Harper [holding answer 27 February 2013]: The
information requested on Government Procurement
Card spend for (a) the UK Border Agency and (b)
Border Force in (i) 2011 and (ii) 2012 can be found as
follows:

£

2011 GPC Spend per
member of staff

2012 GPC Spend per
member of staff

UK Border
Agency

168 120

Border Force 298 205

Human Trafficking

Mr Bone: To ask the Secretary of State for the Home
Department if she will appoint an anti-slavery
commissioner. [149517]

Mr Harper [holding answer 22 March 2013]: The
Government has no plans to create such a role. The
Inter-Departmental Ministerial Group co-ordinates
the cross-Government work on tackling human
trafficking. The Government will keep the role of the
group under review.

Immigrants: Detainees

Ian Paisley: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what the cost has been of
transferring detainees from Northern Ireland to
immigration removal centres in England and Scotland
in each of the last five years. [148778]

Mr Harper: The escorting contract prior to May
2011 has a fixed price and it is therefore not possible to
disaggregate the costs of removing detainees from
Northern Ireland to immigration removal centres in
England and Scotland.

Since May 2011, the costs are subject to commercial
confidentiality restrictions since disclosure of this
information would release price sensitive information.
Under the Government’s transparency agenda, we are
committed to publishing details of any new tenders for
contracts and new contracts over £10,000 and
publishing new items of spend over £25,000. As such
the UK Border Agency publishes monthly all payments
to all of its suppliers at the following link:

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/about-us/non-personal-data/
transparency/

Immigration

Mr Hollobone: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what assessment she has made of
the potential inward migration to the UK of non-EU
nationals who have obtained EU passports over the
next five years. [149466]

Mr Harper [holding answer 22 March 2013]: The
Home Office has not made such an assessment. UK
population projections, published by the Office for
National Statistics (ONS):

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171778_235886.pdf

assume net migration up to 2035. However, it is not
possible to identify separately how much of the
migration may be due to non-EU nationals who have
acquired citizenship of an EU member state.

Immigration Officers: Olympic Games 2012

Chris Bryant: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what the cost to the public purse
was of re-employing retired UK Border Agency and
UK Border Force officers to work during the London
2012 Olympics and Paralympics. [145587]

Mr Harper [holding answer 1 March 2013]: The
total cost to the public purse of re-employing retired
Border Force and UK Border Agency staff to work
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during the London 2012 Olympics and Paralympics
was £0.9 million. This was spent on pay costs and also
on training for staff to ensure their skills were up to
date.

Immigration: Greater London

Steve Reed: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department pursuant to the answer of 7 March
2013, Official Report, column 1174W, on immigration:
Croydon, how many older line cases unit live cohort
cases are outstanding in postal codes (a) SE19, (b)
SE25, (c) SW16, (d) CR0 and (e) CR7 and (f) the
London borough of Croydon. [148466]

Mr Harper [holding answer 18 March 2013]: The
number of older live cases outstanding in the named
post codes and in the London borough of Croydon is
as follows:

(a) SE19: 31 cases
(b) SE25: 90 cases
(c) SW16: 165 cases
(d) CRO: 285 cases
(e) CR7: 198 cases
(f) London borough of Croydon: 665 cases.

Results are based on person ID rather than case
reference ID in line with older live cases unit reporting.
As the query relies on postcodes, data quality in
relation to formal addresses on the UK Border Agency
database may affect the accuracy of the figures.

The information has been provided from local
management information and has not been quality
assured to the level of published National Statistics. As
such it should be treated as provisional and therefore
subject to change.

Immigration: Peterborough

Mr Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for the Home Department how many UK Border
Agency legacy cases are outstanding for applicants
resident in the (a) (i) PE1, (ii) PE3 and (iii) PE4
postcode area and (b) Peterborough unitary authority
area; and if she will make a statement. [147938]

Mr Harper: The number of UK Border Agency
legacy cases outstanding for applicant’s resident in the
cited postcodes and Peterborough unitary authority is
as follows:

PE1: 78 cases
PE3: 23 cases
PE4: three cases.
Peterborough unitary authority area: 124 cases (we have

assumed this relates to the number of people in the Peterborough
local authority).

Results are based on person ID rather than case
reference ID in line with older live cases unit reporting.
As the query relies on postcodes, data quality in
relation to formal addresses on the UK Border Agency
database may affect the accuracy of the figures.

The information has been provided from local
management information and has not been quality
assured to the level of published National Statistics. As
such it should be treated as provisional and therefore
subject to change.

Leave

Priti Patel: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many officials in (a) her
Department and (b) each of its agencies and
non-departmental public bodies qualify for privilege
days; and what the total cost to the public purse was of
the number of privilege days utilised each year by such
officials. [147742]

James Brokenshire: Within the Home Department
(including its Executive Agencies), all staff have a
contractual entitlement to 2.5 privilege days per year.
Table 1 provides information on the number of staff
within the Department (including each Agency). The
total cost to the public purse of these privilege days in
any given year could be provided only at
disproportionate cost. This is because costs need to be
calculated dependent upon individual terms and
conditions as well as whether rotas/shifts include
privilege day working.

Each non-departmental public body (NDPB) of the
Home Department can have its own terms and
conditions for contractual entitlement to privilege days.
Table 2 provides information on the number of staff
within each NDPB of the Home Department. It has
not been possible to obtain information on either
contractual entitlement or cost in each NDPB without
incurring a disproportionate cost.

Table 1: Number of staff in the Home Department (including its Executive
Agencies) who qualify for up to 2.5 days privilege leave

Area Full-Time Equivalent Headcount

Home Office Headquarters (excl
agencies)

10,801.93

Identity and Passport Service 3,087.22

UK Border Agency 10,688.97

National Fraud Authority 46.60

HO Total 24,624.72

Extract Date:
1 February 2013
Period Covered:
Data provided is as at 31 January 2013.
Employee Coverage:
Data is based on headcount FTE of all paid civil servants, who were current
as at the 31 January 2013.
Data Sources:
Home Department—Data View, the Home Office’s single source of Office
for National Statistics compliant monthly snapshot corporate Human
Resources data.

Table 2: Number of staff in the Non-Departmental Public Bodies

Non-Departmental Public Bodies
(NDPBs) Full-Time Equivalent Headcount

Disclosure and Barring Service 735.16

Independent Police Complaints
Commission

375.99

National Policing Improvement
Agency

31.21

Office of the Immigration Services
Commissioner

58.40

Security Industry Authority 162.35

Serious Organised Crime Agency 3,747.60

NDPB Total 5,110.71

Extract Date:
1 February 2013.
Period Covered:
Data provided is as at 31 January 2013.
Employee Coverage:
Data is based on headcount FTE of all paid staff who were current as at the
31 January 2013.
Data Sources:
NDPBs—NDPBs compile and submit data separately for inclusion in the
Workforce Management Information return.
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Manchester Airport: Immigration Controls

Chris Bryant: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many times the UK Border
Force target for queuing times for (a) EEA and (b)
non-EEA passengers at Manchester airport were
breached in (i) October 2012, (ii) November 2012, (iii)
December 2012 and (iv) January 2013. [146405]

Mr Harper [holding answer 5 March 2013]: During
October, November and December 2012 and in
January 2013, queues exceeding service standards
occurred on the following number of occasions:

Manchester terminal 1

Number of queues
exceeding service standards

Number of queue
measurements taken

EEA Non EEA EEA Non EEA

October
2012

0 0 191 160

November
2012

0 0 206 153

December
2012

0 0 163 125

January
2013

0 1 207 171

Manchester terminal 2

Number of queues
exceeding service standards

Number of queue measurements
taken

EEA Non EEA EEA Non EEA

October
2012

2 1 232 158

November
2012

0 0 137 86

December
2012

0 0 162 113

January
2013

0 0 156 120

Manchester terminal 3

Number of queues exceeding
service standards

Number of queue
measurements taken

EEA Non EEA EEA Non EEA

October
2012

0 0 82 79

November
2012

1— 1— 1— 1—

December
2012

1— 1— 1— 1—

January
2013

1 0 71 63

1 No data. Data not collected during this period.
Note:
The figures quoted are management information only which have been subject
to internal quality checks and may be subject to change.

I also refer the hon. Member to the published
statistics on the clearance of passengers, at the national
level:

http://www.ukba.homeoffice.gov.uk/sitecontent/documents/
aboutus/clearance-of-passengers/

Stansted Airport: Immigration Controls

Chris Bryant: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many times the UK Border
Force’s target for queuing times for (a) EEA and (b)
non-EEA passengers at London Stansted airport was
breached in (i) October 2012, (ii) November 2012, (iii)
December 2012 and (iv) January 2013. [146169]

Mr Harper [holding answer 4 March 2013]: During
October, November and December 2012 and in
January 2013, queues exceeding service standards
occurred on the following number of occasions:

Stansted airport

Date
Number of queues exceeding

service standards
Number of queue

measurements taken

EEA Non-EEA EEA Non-EEA

2012

October 4 6 572 478

November 4 4 517 435

December 5 13 604 615

2013

January 1 5 489 479

Note:
The figures quoted are management information only which have been subject
to internal quality checks and may be subject to change.

I also refer you to the published statistics on the
clearance of passengers, at the national level:

http://www.ukba.homeoffice.gov.uk/sitecontent/documents/
aboutus/clearance-of-passengers/

UK Border Force

Chris Bryant: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how much her Department spent
on advertising the position of Director General of the
UK Border Force in the last year. [146413]

Mr Harper [holding answer 5 March 2013]: The role
of. Director General, Border Force was advertised
twice during 2012. Adverts were placed in a range of
publications including The Sunday Times (print and
online), The Guardian (online), Exec-Appointments
(online), and Police Professional (online) at a cost of
£17,174.

WORK AND PENSIONS
Carers

Guto Bebb: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions what proportion of single earner families
have caring responsibilities for very young children,
relatives with a long-term illness or the disabled.

[150082]

Esther McVey: The information is not readily
available and has not previously been published as
official statistics. We will consider whether it is feasible
to produce the statistics requested within the
disproportionate cost limit, and if so, will issue them in
an official statistics release in accordance with the Code
of Practice for Official Statistics.

Council Tax Benefits: Greater London

Jim Fitzpatrick: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions how many people in Poplar and
Limehouse constituency will be affected by the changes
in council tax benefit due to take place in April 2013.

[149806]

Steve Webb: This information is not available.
Council tax benefit is being abolished on 31 March

2013 and replaced with localised council tax reduction
schemes. In England, local authorities will be
responsible for the design and administration of their
scheme, reflecting local priorities.
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Disability Living Allowance

Mrs McGuire: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions how many people in receipt of a
disability living allowance award and have an been
re-assessed in the most recent 12 months for which
figures are available have had their benefit payment (a)
terminated, (b) reduced and (c) increased. [149573]

Esther McVey: The information requested is
contained in the following table:
Number of disability living allowance renewal claims in Great Britain

between the period March 2012 to February 2013
Disability living allowance March 2012 - February 2013

Total Renewal claims 266,400
(a) Disallowed 33,900
(b) Reduced 33,400
(c) Increased 12,200

Employment: Learning Disability

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions what work he is doing with
employers to ensure that they understand and
accommodate adults with moderate to mild learning
difficulties. [149562]

Esther McVey: In October 2010, DWP responded to
a number of requests from disabled people and
disability organisations to improve work opportunities
for individuals with learning difficulties by supporting
the development of a national steering group entitled
The Hidden Impairment National Group (HING).
The main aim of the HING is to improve the DWP
customer service experience for people with a range of
learning difficulties including: Autistic Spectrum
Conditions including Asperger Syndrome, ADHD,
Dyslexia, Dyspraxia, Dyscalculia, Speech and
Language and Mental ill Health.

The group, led by DWP, has a strong and productive
membership including disabled people with Hidden
Impairment conditions, medical professionals and
academics and disability specific organisations such as
The Adsetts Partnership, Autism Plus, Complex
Minds, Addept, The National Autistic Society, The
Dyscovery Centre, The Dyspraxia Foundation, The
Dyslexia Foundation and Dyslexia Action.

Together, the HING has had a significant impact on
improving the DWP customer journey for people with
learning difficulties; developing a range of learning and
development resources that are supporting DWP
staff/managers to better understand the disability
agenda; this includes an on-line toolkit, available to all
staff via the intranet system that offers information on
individual conditions and hints and tips on reasonable
adjustment solutions that will be needed throughout
the process.

The HING has also recognised the importance of
sharing this information with the wider business
community across the country and had engaged with a
large number of employers to help them to better
recruit and retain disabled people and in particular
individuals with learning difficulties. The HING has
also embarked upon a national employer campaign
entitled to ’Uncovering Hidden Impairments’ to raise
awareness of the skills, talents and abilities of many

people with these conditions. For further information
the HING has created a website that enables employers
to register for free resources that will encourage them
to recruit and retain disabled talent. This can be found
at:
www.hing.org.uk

The Department’s specialist disability employment
programmes, including Work Choice, include provision
for third party providers to support both employers
and individuals with tailored support to meet their
mutual needs in entering and remaining in
employment. Access to Work is available for people
whose health or disability affects they way they do their
job, and provides support that is over and above what is
considered a reasonable adjustment under the Equality
Act.

The Department is also currently updating its
strategy on engaging with employers on disability
employment. This is expected to include deepening the
support and resources available to employers in a
strategic way.

Housing Benefit: Morecambe

David Morris: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions how many people in Morecambe and
Lunesdale constituency in (a) the private sector and
(b) social rented housing qualify for housing benefit.

[150045]

Steve Webb: The information we have which relates
to how many people in Morecambe and Lunesdale
constituency in (a) the private sector and (b) social
rented housing are receiving housing benefit is available
at:

http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/index.php?page=tabtool

Housing Benefit: Shared Housing

Pamela Nash: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions what estimate he has made of the number
of households affected by the raising of the age
threshold for the shared accommodation rate to 35
years old in (a) Scotland, (b) Airdrie and Shotts
constituency and (c) each local authority area in
Scotland. [149786]

Steve Webb: The Department for Work and Pensions
published an impact assessment in August 2011 which
estimated the number of claimants affected by the
raising of the age threshold for the shared
accommodation rate to 35. Figures for Scotland and by
local authority are contained in Annex 2, Tables 1
and 4 at the following web address. Figures are not
available by parliamentary constituency.

http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/eia-hb-shared-accommodation-
age-threshold.pdf

Pamela Nash: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions how many households in Scotland
containing an individual aged between 25 and 35 years
old received an exemption from the shared
accommodation rate owing to such an individual
having spent at least three months in a homelessness
hostel at which resettlement support was issued in
2012. [149794]

Steve Webb: This information is not available.
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Housing Benefit: Social Rented Housing

Mark Hendrick: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions what the cost of the exemption for
under-occupying households with disabled children or
armed forces’ personnel is; and how that cost will be
funded. [149711]

Steve Webb: The Department does not hold data on
disabled children who cannot share bedrooms.
However, claimants with disabled children are already
entitled to claim housing benefit for an extra bedroom
where the local authority is satisfied that it is necessary.
This is included in existing housing benefit expenditure.

The Department is also unable to make an estimate
from survey data of non-dependants who are armed
forced personnel. Parents of those who are in the
armed forces are already entitled to claim housing
benefit for an extra bedroom and this is included in
existing expenditure. The recent amendments to the
regulations allow housing benefit to continue for the
extra bedroom while the non-dependant is deployed on
operations.

Mrs Moon: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions what recent discussions he has had on
modifying the social housing underoccupation penalty
to allow a room to be kept free for the overnight carer
of a disabled child; and if he will make a statement.

[150173]

Steve Webb: Overnight care for a disabled child is
normally provided by parents or other family members
who already have a bedroom within the household.

If overnight care by a non-resident carer is required,
local authorities can consider discretionary housing
payments.

Mrs Moon: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions whether the omission of foster parents
and a family with a child who serves away from home
in the armed forces from the social housing
underoccupation rules will be funded from the existing
budget for discretionary housing payments; and if he
will make a statement. [150174]

Steve Webb: Central Government originally
allocated £5 million to the Discretionary Housing
Payment scheme towards the cost of foster carers. As
legislation has now been amended to cover the cost of
allowing foster carers an additional room, if
appropriate, and allowing the parents of armed forces
personnel who are away from home to retain their
room in both the private and social rented sectors, the
£5 million has been reallocated.

This means that the total DHP funding for 2013/14
is now £150 million. Local authorities will be notified
of their revised allocation.

Mrs Moon: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions if he will bring forward legislative
proposals to automatically omit disabled children from
the social housing underoccupation guidelines that
siblings must share a room as appropriate to their age;
and if he will make a statement. [150175]

Steve Webb: We have already clarified that local
authorities should allow an extra bedroom for children
who are unable to share because the nature of their
disabilities disturb the sleep of the child they are
normally expected to share with. However, it will be for
local authorities to satisfy themselves that this is the
case, based on individual circumstances.

Mrs Moon: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions what assessment he has made on the
implications of the outcome of Gorry versus the
Department of Work and Pensions case for couples
who cannot share a bedroom due to disability in
respect of the new social housing under-occupancy
rules; and if he will make a statement. [150178]

Steve Webb: Removal of the spare room subsidy in
the social rented sector will be monitored and
evaluated over a two-year period from April this year.
Initial findings will be available in 2014 and the final
report in late 2015. The evaluation will include
small-scale, independent primary research with a range
of local authorities, social landlords and voluntary
organisations.

As part of the research, we will look at people who
are unable to share rooms and where possible it will
also consider people’s financial circumstances, social
networks and family life.

Information Services: Hearing Impairment

Mr Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Work and Pensions (1) what steps the Government
is taking to widen access for deaf people to
information and services; [149953]

(2) what steps the Government is taking to promote
learning and teaching of British Sign Language;

[149954]

(3) what steps the Government is taking to support
deaf children and families with deaf children; [149955]

(4) what steps the Government is taking to increase
the numbers of interpreters of British Sign Language;

[149956]

(5) what recent discussions (a) he, (b) Ministers and
(c) his officials have had with representatives from the
deaf community. [149957]

Esther McVey: Across Government, Departments
undertake a range of actions to meet their obligations
under the Equality Act 2010. This includes the
provisions which require service providers, including
those providing information, to make reasonable
adjustments where, otherwise, a disabled person would
be placed at a substantial disadvantage compared to
non-disabled people.

Depending on individual needs these actions may
include the provision of British Sign Language (BSL)
interpreters, Lipspeakers or Deafblind interpreters.

The Government also funds provision of BSL for
example through Access to Work, which we know is a
popular and effective programme that helps disabled
people get or keep employment. In addition, the
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS)
fully funds BSL courses for young people as a first
Level 2 or Level 3 qualification. The Government also
fully funds BSL training where it is needed to help
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unemployed people find work. This training supports
the development of the pool of BSL interpreters.

On the current Qualifications and Credit Framework
(QCF) list of qualifications that are available for public
funding, there are 19 BSL qualifications which
Government can fund. These range from entry level
upwards and many other learners are able to take
courses which are co-funded, ie subsidised, by
Government.

In addition to the support available to all families,
deaf children are also able to access support for special
educational needs (SEN). This support is organised by
schools, local authorities and other education
providers, but the Government is reforming the system
through the Children and Families Bill, which is
currently before Parliament. This will make the SEN
system more responsive, help join up health, education
and social care and give parents more choice over the
school their child attends. They are intended to help
improve outcomes for all children with SEN, including
deaf children and young people. It will introduce a
single Education, Health and Care Plan from birth up
to age 25 and require local authorities to make
arrangements to jointly commission services to support
local children with SEN.

In September 2012 the Government introduced new
duties on schools to provide auxiliary aids (such as
radio aids or sign language support) for deaf children.
This strengthens the framework for ensuring that
schools are meeting the needs of deaf pupils.

The Department for Education is currently finalising
funding agreements for a £1 million national support
contract for sensory impairment (deaf, blind and
deafblind children) to support local authorities to
assess and benchmark their services, share good
practice and learn from each other. This contract will
run from April 2013 for two years to help ensure that
the reforms have maximum impact in supporting
children with sensory impairments.

Representatives of deaf people’s organisations are
routinely involved in the discussions Ministers and
officials have with disabled people’s organisations.
Most recently I had the great pleasure of attending and
speaking at the British Deaf Association reception
celebrating the 10th anniversary of the recognition of
British Sign Language, which was held on 18 March in
the House of Commons. It provided me with a valuable
opportunity to talk to individual deaf people as well as
representatives of the British Deaf Association, the
Royal Association for Deaf People and Signature.

Jobseekers (Back to Work Schemes) Bill

Andy McDonald: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions with reference to paragraph 7 of
the impact assessment of the Jobseeker’s (Back to
Work Schemes) Bill, how his Department plans to
assess poor value to the taxpayer. [150232]

Mr Hoban: It is clear that a retrospective transfer of
money to claimants previously sanctioned on ESE
schemes, would represent poor value for money to the
taxpayer as many individuals will now be in work and
earning a wage. This money could be better spent on
funding back-to-work schemes to support jobseeker’s
allowance claimants back to work.

Maternity Pay

John Woodcock: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions if he will consider providing
statutory protection for entitlement to maternity pay
where employers make late payments of wages earned
during the calculation period; and if he will make a
statement. [150180]

Steve Webb: We have no current plans to introduce
further statutory protection.

The calculation for statutory maternity pay normally
takes account of a woman’s normal weekly earnings
which are averaged over a specific eight week period
that ends around 15 weeks before the week the baby is
due. This period falls during the time when a pregnant
woman is usually working and earning normally,
deliberately avoiding both the early and later months of
her pregnancy when it is recognised that she may be
less likely to be able to work normal hours, and
therefore producing a less representative outcome.

If an employer is late in making a payment, decision
makers can still consider what should have been paid in
the relevant period and calculate the average weekly
earnings on this basis, providing the employee and
employer are in agreement.

Pension Credit

Dan Jarvis: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions if he will make it his policy to raise the
pension credit threshold in line with the increase in
state pension. [150047]

Steve Webb: From April this year the standard
minimum guarantee will rise by the same cash increase
in the basic state pension, giving an above earnings
increase for 2013-14. The above earnings increase is
being funded through an increase in the savings credit
threshold, which results in a decrease in the maximum
savings credit amounts. In the current economic
climate this approach allows resources to be targeted to
protect the income of the poorest pensioners.

There is a statutory commitment to increase the
pension credit standard minimum guarantee at least in
line with the growth in average earnings. Up-rating in
future years will be subject to annual review in the
normal way against this commitment.

Public Expenditure

Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions what discussions he has had with
the Chancellor of the Exchequer about proposals to
limit annually managed expenditure; and if he will
make a statement. [150225]

Mr Hoban: Discussions about the level and management
of annually managed expenditure (AME) are a routine
part of dialogue between the Department for Work and
Pensions and the Treasury. Rapid growth in AME is
reducing the resources available for other key areas of
public spending and it is crucial that the Government
can manage increases in spending and balance across
different areas of expenditure to ensure resources are
directed toward public spending priorities.

1027W 1028W26 MARCH 2013Written Answers Written Answers



As set out at the Budget, the Government will look to
strengthen the public spending framework by introducing
a limit on AME. This will strengthen control over a
proportion of AME, including areas of welfare expenditure.
Details of how this will operate will be set out in due
course.

Social Security Benefits: Cumbria

John Woodcock: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions if he will estimate the number of
instances where payment of benefits to which an
individual resident in Barrow and Furness constituency
is entitled have been delayed by more than one week in
each of the last three years. [150181]

Mr Hoban: The information requested is not collated
centrally and could be provided only at disproportionate
cost.

Social Security Benefits: Morecambe

David Morris: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions how many people are on benefits in
Morecambe and Lunesdale constituency, by category
of benefits. [150046]

Mr Hoban: Statistics on how many people are on
benefits in Morecambe and Lunesdale constituency, by
category of benefits can be found at:
http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/index.php?page=tabtool

Guidance for users is available at:
http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd1/tabtools/guidance.pdf

State Retirement Pensions

Alex Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions if he will consider making
provision to ensure that individuals reaching
pensionable age in the run-up to reforms being
implemented do not lose out on any financial benefits
arising from the single tier system. [148751]

Steve Webb: A key objective of reform is to move to a
simpler, less means tested system that better supports
saving for retirement.

However, the single-tier pension will not be any more
generous overall than the current system. Government
has made it clear that the reforms to state pension will
be cost neutral overall. The reform is not about spending
additional money on future pensioners but about spending
the money we have more effectively.

Applying single tier to existing pensioners in a way
that is cost neutral would involve changing pensions
already in payment including reducing state pensions
and other pensioner benefits for many existing pensioners
which is not possible but would also be unfair.

Current pensioners remain a priority for Government
and we have introduced the triple lock to ensure that the
basic state pension rises by at least 2.5% each year.
Those who reach state pension age before the reforms
are implemented will continue to receive their state
pension in line with the existing rules.

Universal Credit

Cathy Jamieson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions (1) what the child maintenance
liabilities will be of a single, unemployed, non-resident
parent who becomes a non-resident parent while in
receipt of universal credit as a result of either the
regional pathfinder pilots which commence in April
2013 or under the national pathfinder pilot which
commences in October 2013; [150155]

(2) how income from universal credit will be treated
for child maintenance purposes where a single person
who has been brought into universal credit under the
proposed pathfinder pilots later (a) becomes a
non-resident parent and (b) moves into employment.

[150092]

Steve Webb: A non-resident parent who is a universal
credit claimant and working will have their maintenance
liability calculated in accordance with their income, but
the universal credit award is not treated as income for
child maintenance purposes.

A non-resident parent on universal credit and not
earning; for example, because they are unemployed,
may be liable to pay the flat rate of maintenance.

Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions what assessment he has made of
the effects of universal credit of the delay for small
firms in the requirement to make a PAYE submission
on or before the date of each payment to an employee;
and if he will make a statement. [150221]

Mr Hoban: The universal credit system will assess the
payment to be made to a claimant monthly. Earnings
used to calculate the universal credit payment will be
determined from real time information (RTI) data received
in the assessment period and any earnings reported by
the claimant.

HMRC recently announced a temporary relaxation,
until 5 October 2013, of requirements for reporting
PAYE data for small firms employing fewer than 50 people.
This recognises that those smaller employers who pay
employees weekly, or more frequently, but only process
their payroll monthly, may need longer to adjust their
process to reporting PAYE in real-time.

This relaxation runs for a period of six months,
broadly coinciding with the UC Pathfinder, during which
we expect the number of employers of UC claimants to
be relatively small. We will be utilising RTI data for
claimants where this is possible. Where RTI is not
available we will have alternative clerical processes to
ensure their awards are based on accurate and up-to-date
earnings information. Based on our knowledge of
employers recruiting in the pathfinder area, we would
not expect the relaxation to have a significant effect. We
will, however, be monitoring this closely during the
Pathfinder.

Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions under what circumstances after
1 April 2013, someone who has been receiving
universal credit would become entitled to (a) the
former means-tested out-of-work benefits and (b) tax
credits; and if he will make a statement. [150222]
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Mr Hoban: Once someone has been awarded universal
credit, any changes of circumstances will be taken into
account and the award adjusted accordingly, as long as
they continue to meet the entitlement conditions.

To be eligible to claim universal credit during the
roll-out, a person must meet the eligibility criteria in
place at the time. For example, during the Pathfinder, a
person must satisfy the requirements set out in Part 2 of
the Universal Credit (Transitional Provisions) Regulations
2013/386, irrespective of whether they have previously
been entitled to universal credit. Any person who does
not satisfy those requirements would need to claim an
existing benefit or tax credit.

CULTURE, MEDIA AND SPORT

Arts

Dan Jarvis: To ask the Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport what information her Department
holds on the average annual salary of (a) full-time and
(b) part-time employee in the UK (i) film, (ii) music
and (iii) design industry. [150220]

Mr Vaizey: DCMS does not publish separate estimates
on earnings within the film, music and design industries.
We rely on data from the Annual Survey of Hours and
Earnings, published by the ONS.

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ashe/annual-survey-of-hours-
and-earnings/2012-provisional-results/index.html

Broadband

Helen Goodman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport with reference to paragraph
2.7 on page 68 of Budget 2013 Red Book, how funding
for broadband programmes to support local delivery
will be reprofiled. [149946]

Mr Vaizey [holding answer 25 March 2013]: The
reprofiling exercise referred to in the Budget is designed
to unblock and accelerate delivery by aligning funding
with delivery timetables. This is an ongoing process.
Final expenditure profiles will be agreed later in the
year once local delivery timetables have been finalised.

Olympic Games 2012

Mr Umunna: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport for what reasons
applications for Olympic marketing licences can be
rejected; and how many firms have been rejected for
each such reason in 2013 to date. [149510]

Hugh Robertson [holding answer 22 March 2013]:
Applications for licences can be refused for one of two
reasons:

because they do not meet the eligibility criteria for the scheme,
for example because the company concerned is not registered in
the UK, is not in the supply chain of the Olympic Delivery
Authority (ODA) or the London Organising Committee for the
2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games (LOCOG), or whose
contribution to the Games is incidental;

because the company provided goods or services which fall
within an excluded category. The excluded categories exist to
protect the rights of worldwide Olympic sponsors. These rights
last beyond 2012 and give exclusive rights of association to the
Games in the UK and worldwide. It is the support of these

sponsors which ensures the Games can take place—without them
there would be no Games and no opportunity for businesses to
associate with them.

Of those companies whose applications have been
rejected, 25 fall in the first category and 70 in the
second. The new scheme, launched in January 2013,
allows greater freedom for approved 2012 suppliers to
promote the goods and services they supplied to the
Games, than was permitted under the previous protocol
published by LOCOG in December 2007and updated
in September 2010.

Mr Sutcliffe: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport what suppliers of
entertainment lighting systems can do to publicise their
involvement in the London 2012 Olympic Games; and
if she will make a statement. [149905]

Hugh Robertson [holding answer 25 March 2013]:
The provision of lighting systems falls within one of the
Scheme’s excluded categories. These exclusions exist to
protect the rights of worldwide Olympic sponsors whose
investment makes the Games possible. Companies whose
supply includes lighting services, for example installation
and design, may be eligible and I encourage them to
refer to the Supplier Recognition Scheme website for
further guidance.

The new scheme, launched in January 2013, allows
greater freedom for approved 2012 suppliers to promote
the goods and services they supplied to the Games,
than was permitted under the previous protocol published
by LOCOG in December 2007 and updated in
September 2010.

Mr Sutcliffe: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport what definition of industrial
lighting is being used by the administrators of the
Supplier Recognition Scheme; and if she will make a
statement. [149909]

Hugh Robertson [holding answer 25 March 2013]:
The provision of lighting systems falls within one of the
excluded categories which exist to protect the rights of
worldwide Olympic sponsors whose investment makes
the games possible. Businesses which supplied lighting
equipment or systems are excluded from the scheme—this
applies to lighting used in either industrial, commercial
or residential settings. Companies whose supply
includes lighting services, for example installation and
design, may be eligible and they are encouraged to refer
to the Supplier Recognition Scheme website for further
guidance.

The new scheme, launched in January 2013, allows
greater freedom for approved 2012 suppliers to promote
the goods and services they supplied to the games,
than was permitted under the previous protocol published
by LOCOG in December 2007 and updated in
September 2010.

Mr Sutcliffe: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport how many companies have
(a) applied for and (b) been accepted on the Supplier
Recognition Scheme to date; and if she will make a
statement. [149911]

Hugh Robertson [holding answer 25 March 2013]: As
at 20 March 2013, 620 companies had applied for
licences under the Supplier Recognition Scheme run by
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the British Olympic Association for companies which
supplied the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic
games. 435 applications had been approved.

I would encourage companies which supplied the
games to apply for a licence under the scheme, which is
run by the British Olympic Association. Licensed suppliers
can refer to their work on the 2012 games in business to
business communications and at trade fairs, both in the
UK and overseas. The Supplier Recognition Scheme is
another first for London 2012: the first time that the
International Olympic Committee has agreed to the
legal restrictions placed on suppliers and contractors
being relaxed in this way.

The new scheme, launched in January 2013, allows
greater freedom for approved 2012 suppliers to promote
the goods and services they supplied to the games,
than was permitted under the previous protocol published
by LOCOG in December 2007 and updated in
September 2010.

Mr Dodds: To ask the Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport how many licences have been granted
to (a) companies in Northern Ireland and (b) all UK
companies under the supplier recognition scheme to
date. [149922]

Hugh Robertson: Four companies in Northern Ireland
have been granted licences and, in total, 435 companies
in the UK have been granted licences.

Mr Dodds: To ask the Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport what the total value of business is
won by (a) companies from Northern Ireland and (b)
all UK companies as a result of their participation in
the supplier recognition scheme. [149924]

Hugh Robertson: It is not possible to provide an
accurate figure for the value of new business won by
licensed companies which is attributable to the scheme.
However, the Supplier Recognition Scheme provides a
very useful and welcome boost to eligible suppliers. The
value of the licence will vary from business to business
and will depend to a large extent on how companies use
the new rights. Companies looking to promote themselves
in overseas markets will benefit as the new scheme
includes rights to use the designation in business activities
carried overseas. The British Olympic Association (BOA)
will be carrying out periodic surveys of licensed suppliers
to gather information on the benefits of the scheme,
including new business won as a result of it. The intention
is to conduct the first such survey in May.

Mr Umunna: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport what appeals process she has
established for firms whose applications to the London
2012 Olympics Supplier Recognition Scheme are
rejected. [149941]

Hugh Robertson [holding answer 25 March 2013]:
Under the application process operated by the British
Olympic Association (BOA), companies are asked to
provide evidence showing that they meet the Scheme’s
criteria. Where a company’s application for a licence is
declined, the BOA provides it with full information
about the criteria not met. Where a company would like
to appeal against the decision, they are encouraged to

contact the BOA providing additional information and
supporting material so that their application can be
reviewed.

The new scheme, launched in January 2013, allows
greater freedom for approved 2012 suppliers to
promote the goods and services they supplied to the
Games, than was permitted under the previous protocol
published by LOCOG in December 2007 and updated
in September 2010.

Public Libraries

Dan Jarvis: To ask the Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport (1) how many e-books were loaned
from libraries in (a) Barnsley Central constituency,
(b) South Yorkshire, (c) England, (d) Wales, (e)
Scotland and (f) Northern Ireland in (i) 2010, (ii) 2011
and (iii) 2012; [150171]

(2) how many books were loaned from libraries in
(a) Barnsley Central constituency, (b) South
Yorkshire, (c) England, (d) Wales, (e) Scotland and
(f) Northern Ireland in (i) 2010, (ii) 2011 and (iii) 2012.

[150172]

Mr Vaizey: The detail requested is not held centrally
by this Department. However, the Chartered Institute
of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA) collect,
annually, information relating to book and e-book loans
from the library authorities and this is available from
CIPFA for the years requested. Copies of CIPFA statistics
are available in the House Library.

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS

Animal Health and Veterinary Laboratories Agency

John Woodcock: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many staff
are employed by the Animal Health and Veterinary
Laboratories Agency in Cumbria; and what proportion
of those staff are paid at or above the national level of
the living wage. [149884]

Richard Benyon: 92 staff are currently employed by
the Animal Health and Veterinary Laboratories Agency
(AHVLA) in Cumbria. The minimum salary for the
lowest grade of staff in the national pay range is £15,529.

The National Living Wage rate is £7.45 per hour.
Based on the net 37 hours per week, the salary required
to achieve the National Living Wage rate is £14,388.93
(based on 37 hours per week for 52.2 weeks).

Therefore, all AHVLA employees in Cumbria are
paid above the National Living Wage.

Bees

Mr Sheerman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what plans his
Department has to reverse the decline in the bee
population. [149368]

Mr Heath: There are 17 species of bee in England
(including six species of bumblebee) that are now very
rare and are included on the revised list of threatened
species under section 41 of the Natural Environment
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and Rural Communities Act 2006. Natural England is
leading work with partner bodies to identify actions to
aid the recovery of these species.

“Biodiversity 2020” committed to an increase in the
overall extent of priority habitats by at least 200,000
hectares and to preventing further human-induced
extinctions of known species. Further to this, Natural
England, under its species recovery programme, funds
conservation projects to support priority species such as
the short haired bumble bee, which became extinct in
the UK in the 1980s, but is being reintroduced from
Sweden.

In 2009, DEFRA and the Welsh Government launched
the Healthy Bees Plan which is aimed at improving and
protecting the health of honey bees over the next 10 years.
In addition, following a review of the current honey bee
pest and disease control policies, DEFRA and the
Welsh Government recently consulted stakeholders on
the proposals emerging from the review. Nearly 200
responses were received and these are being considered
to help inform development of future policy.

In addition, DEFRA is providing £2.5 million over
five years (from 2010-11) towards the £10 million Insect
Pollinators Initiative which is being jointly funded with
the Scottish Government, Biotechnology and Biological
Sciences Research Council, Natural Environment Research
Council and the Wellcome Trust. Two projects will
specifically focus on honey bees and six will benefit
both honey bees and bumblebees. Results are expected
to become available in 2014.

DEFRA also provides £100,000 per year for honey
bee research including work on control and risk
management of honey bee pests and diseases.

DEFRA funding is available to encourage farmers to
provide forage and nesting sites for bees. Entry Level
Stewardship (ELS) provides payments for the establishment
of nectar flower mixtures to provide a large quantity of
nectar from small areas that mimic nectar-bearing crops
that once featured in traditional agricultural systems,
and to limit the genetic impact on native wildflower
species from the widespread sowing of commercial
seed.

Following a recent review of evidence from research,
monitoring, and experience of scheme operation, several
new ELS options were introduced from 1 January,
including a supplement to add wildflowers to buffer
strips and field corners, plus options for legume-rich
and herb-rich swards to provide habitat and food for
invertebrates including bees. Higher Level Stewardship
also has a wide range of options that benefit bees,
including floristically enhanced grass margins and
conservation headlands.

Climate Change

Barry Gardiner: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs whether he will
make additional funding available to the Environment
Agency so that body can fulfil the obligations of its
new role as the delivery arm of the Government’s
National Adaptation Programme. [147725]

Richard Benyon: DEFRA has made £1.6 million available
to fund the Environment Agency’s Climate Ready Support
Programme for England in 2013-14. This is in addition
to the block grant in aid provided by this Department

to the Environment Agency, some of which may also be
used to support climate adaptation action, for example,
in relation to flood risk management.

Disclosure of Information

Jon Trickett: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many civil
servants in his Department have been subject to
non-disclosure agreements in each year since 2010.

[150032]

Richard Benyon: No civil servants in core DEFRA
have been subject to non-disclosure agreements since
2010.

Drax Power Station

Barry Gardiner: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what discussions
he has had with his ministerial colleagues on the
£75 million debt guarantee for the Drax coal to
biomass conversion project. [148931]

Richard Benyon: DEFRA Ministers meet regularly
with other Ministers to discuss a range of issues. As has
been the case with successive Administrations, it is not
the Government’s, practice to provide details of all such
meetings.

Environment Protection: EU Law

Barry Gardiner: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs if he will press
the European Commission to introduce at an early
stage a module for ecosystem services accounting
under the work on the EU Regulation on
Environmental Accounts. [150052]

Richard Benyon: We do not have plans to press for
EU Regulation on ecosystem accounting as this would
be premature.

European regulation on environmental accounts applies
to sets of environmental accounts that are already well
established, including air emission accounts, material
flow accounts and accounts of environmentally related
taxes. Ecosystem accounting is a developing area with,
as yet, no international standards. It is also very complex
and requires comprehensive testing for a few years
before it can be considered for potential inclusion in any
regulation.

However the UK is actively engaged with the
international community to develop standards and
guidelines. Specifically the Office for National Statistics
is a member of the editorial board for the UN System
of Environmental Economic Accounting, which is currently
developing guidelines on ecosystem accounting.

Flood Control

Mary Creagh: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs pursuant to the
answer of 14 March 2013, Official Report, column
308W, on flood control, if he will publish a breakdown
by scheme of external organisations contributing
partnership funding on flood defence in each of the
last three years; and what the expected contributions
are in each of the next three years. [149906]
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Richard Benyon: The current Partnership Funding
system started in April 2012. Prior to the start of
Partnership Funding, income for schemes was aggregated
and therefore a breakdown by scheme for 2010-11 and
2011-12 is not held centrally. Information on the aggregate
income for these years was provided in my answer of 14
March 2013.

Regarding the data for schemes moving into construction
in 2012-13 with confirmed external contributions, I
refer to my answer of 5 September 2012, Official Report,
column 348W.

For future years, the following table provides details
of schemes that are due to commence in 2013-14 with
external contributions.

Schemes commencing construction in future years
beyond 2013-14 do not have confirmed funding until
Grant in Aid allocations are confirmed.

Overall, contributions have come forward from a
range of sources, including from businesses, local authorities
and communities. However in many cases, external
contributors prefer not to disclose their contributions.

It is estimated that Partnership funding will secure
around £148 million of external funding on top of the
£2.3 billion the Government are investing in flood and
coastal erosion risk management over this spending
period (April 2011 to March 2015).
Table listing details of flood and coastal risk management schemes moving into

construction in 2013-14 funded wholly or party with external contributions1

Scheme name

Regional
flood and
coastal
committee

Parliamentary
constituencies

Total
scheme

cost £
million

Total
external

contributions
£

million

Leeds City Flood
Alleviation
scheme

Yorkshire Leeds Central 50.50 18.00

Cottingham and
Orchard Flood
Alleviation
scheme

Yorkshire Haltemprice and
Howden

21.54 9.91

Willerby and
Derringham
Flood Alleviation
scheme

Yorkshire Haltemprice and
Howden

14.25 6.47

Sandsend Coast
Protection scheme

Yorkshire Scarborough and
Whitby

9.33 4.57

Anchorsholme
Coast Protection
scheme

North
West

Blackpool North
and Cleveleys

28.38 4.00

Redruth Brewery
Quarter Flood
Risk
Improvements

SouthWest Camborne and
Redruth

3.00 2.60

Filey Flood
Alleviation Works

Yorkshire Thirsk and
Malton

5.02 2.30

Skipton Flood
Alleviation
scheme

Yorkshire Skipton and
Ripon

10.04 2.08

Sheffield Lower
Don Valley Flood
Protection Project

Yorkshire Sheffield South
East and Sheffield
Central

11.33 1.75

Pickering Flood
Storage scheme

Yorkshire Thirsk and
Malton

1.84 1.37

Humber Grimsby
Docks

Anglian
Northern

Great Grimsby 14.52 1.20

Houghton
Washland Flood
Storage scheme,
Darfield, Barnsley

Yorkshire Barnsley East 1.20 0.82

Millbay Tanks,
Plymouth

SouthWest Plymouth-Sutton,
Devonport

1.04 0.77

Table listing details of flood and coastal risk management schemes moving into
construction in 2013-14 funded wholly or party with external contributions1

Scheme name

Regional
flood and
coastal
committee

Parliamentary
constituencies

Total
scheme

cost £
million

Total
external

contributions
£

million

Rossall Coastal
Defence
Improvement
scheme

North
West

Lancaster and
Fleetwood CC

80.47 0.65

Rolles Brook
(Southampton)
Flood Alleviation
scheme

Southern Southampton Test 0.74 0.60

Cam Pumping
Station
Refurbishment

Anglian
Central

South East
Cambridgeshire

1.00 0.56

Hesketh
Outmarsh East
Managed
Realignment
scheme

North
West

South Ribble 2.64 0.55

Wombwell Ings
Flood Storage
scheme, Darfield,
Barnsley

Yorkshire Barnsley East 0.75 0.55

Littlehampton
Arun Tidal
Defences East
Bank

Southern Bognor Regis and
Littlehampton

10.80 0.50

Cannington
Flood Defence
scheme

Wessex Bridgwater and
West Somerset

2.77 0.50

Warnham Mill
Reservoir

Southern Horsham 1.00 0.50

Barnetby
Woodland View
Flood Alleviation
scheme

Anglian
Northern

Brigg and Goole 0.58 0.44

Holly Brook
(Southampton)
Flood Alleviation
scheme

Southern Southampton Test 0.64 0.43

Tanners Brook
(Southampton)
Flood Alleviation
scheme

Southern Southampton Test 0.74 0.41

Weston
Catchment Flood
Alleviation
scheme

Wessex Bath 1.93 0.38

Lendall Pumping
Station
Improvements,
Barmby on the
Marsh

Yorkshire Selby and Ainsty 0.62 0.34

Rodbourne
Lagoons Flood
Alleviation

Thames Swindon North 1.22 0.30

Crowhurst
Surface Water
Flood Relief
scheme

Southern Bexhill and Battle 0.41 0.30

Dawlish Warren
and Exmouth
Beach
Management
scheme

SouthWest Newton Abbot 8.60 0.25

Holbeach River
Tidal Sluice
Refurbishment

Anglian
Northern

Spalding and
Deepings

0.58 0.23

Whaddon,
Cheltenham,
Flood Alleviation
scheme

Severn and
Wye

Cheltenham,
Tewkesbury

1.76 0.22

West Shore Park
Coast Protection
scheme

North
West

Barrow and
Furness

0.62 0.21

Moreton in
Marsh Flood
Relief Culvert

Thames Cotswolds 0.30 0.20
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Table listing details of flood and coastal risk management schemes moving into
construction in 2013-14 funded wholly or party with external contributions1

Scheme name

Regional
flood and
coastal
committee

Parliamentary
constituencies

Total
scheme

cost £
million

Total
external

contributions
£

million

Ransonmoor
Pumping Station
Refurbishment

Anglian
Central

North East
Cambridgeshire

0.35 0.19

Dobbs Gutter,
Formby Flood
Alleviation
scheme

North
West

Sefton Central 0.25 0.19

Ledburn Flood
Risk Management
scheme

Anglian
Central

South West
Bedfordshire

0.25 0.15

Cubbington
Flood Alleviation
Scheme,
Warwickshire,
Flood Risk
Management
scheme

Severn and
Wye

Warwick and
Leamington

0.90 0.15

Briarvale Flood
Alleviation
scheme

Northumbria Tynemouth 0.26 0.11

Bridge Road,
Emsworth Flood
Alleviation
scheme

Southern Havant Borough 1.07 0.10

Hearne Brook
Flood Relief
Works,
Cheltenham

Severn and
Wye

Cheltenham 0.37 0.10

Washways
Pumping Station
Refurbishment

Anglian
Central

North East
Cambridgeshire

0.35 0.09

Netley Cliff
Coastal Erosion
Management
scheme

Southern Eastleigh 0.57 0.09

Leconfield Flood
Alleviation
scheme

Yorkshire Beverley and
Holderness

0.28 0.09

The Beck, Elford,
Culvert repairs

Trent Tamworth 0.32 0.07

Cold Ash Hill
Phase 1

Thames Thatcham 0.97 0.07

Bevills Leam
Pumping Station
Refurbishment

Anglian
Central

North West
Cambridgeshire

0.25 0.07

Coombend
Culvert and
Stream
Improvements

Wessex North East
Somerset

2.12 0.05

River Coin at
Fairford Flood
Alleviation
scheme

Thames Cotswolds 0.55 0.05

Brampton,
Chesterfield
Property Level
Flood Protection

Yorkshire Chesterfield 0,45 0.05

Bridlington Royal
Princess Parade
Seawall
Improvements

Yorkshire East Yorkshire 2.46 0.04

Shyte Brook,
Much Wenlock,
Flood Alleviation
scheme

Severn and
Wye

Ludlow 0.70 0.04

Stockport Road,
Marple Culvert
Culvert
Rehabilitation

North
West

Hazel Grove 0.48 0.03

The Beck,
Mousesweet
Brook, Dudley
Flood Alleviation
scheme

Severn and
Wye

Stourbridge 0.28 0.03

Table listing details of flood and coastal risk management schemes moving into
construction in 2013-14 funded wholly or party with external contributions1

Scheme name

Regional
flood and
coastal
committee

Parliamentary
constituencies

Total
scheme

cost £
million

Total
external

contributions
£

million

Lubbesthorpe
Brook,
Lubbesthorpe,
Leicester, Flood
Alleviation
scheme

Trent South
Leicestershire

0.68 0.02

Wisbech Channel
Improvements

Anglian
Central

North East
Cambridgeshire

0.25 0.02

Lower Brue
Urban Drainage
Improvements—
West Huntspill
and Alstone

Wessex Bridgwater and
West Somerset

0.32 0.01

Hillman Cottages,
Abridge
Candidate
Assessment

Thames Epping Forest 0.82 0.01

River Cole,
Stetchford,
Colbourne Court
Flood Alleviation
scheme

Trent Birmingham,
Yardley

0.38 0.01

1 Data accurate as of February 2013.

Floods: Insurance

Sir Tony Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs when he is
going to announce what is going to replace the
Statement of Principles for flood insurance when it
runs out on 30 June 2013. [149468]

Richard Benyon: I refer the hon. Member to my
previous answer of 24 January 2013, Official Report,
column 407W.

Glass: Recycling

Cathy Jamieson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what recent
assessment he has made of the rate of non-melt
fraction of glass recycling. [148378]

Richard Benyon: The Environment Agency published
data in February 2013 on the estimated amount of
recovered glass received by remelt and non-remelt
applications. The data on the Environment Agency
National Packaging Waste Database relates to the years
2010, 2011 and 2012. This shows that for the UK, the
proportion of recovered glass. sent to non-remelt
applications was 49%, 47% and 40% respectively.

Livestock: Transport

Huw Irranca-Davies: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs pursuant to
the answer of 8 January 2013, Official Report,
column 207W, on livestock: transport, if he will (a)
publish the names of operators of the vehicles
approved and certified for the transport of live animals
for export to EU member states who have had their
licences suspended and (b) the duration of each such
suspension. [138250]
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Mr Heath: In my answer of 8 January 2013, Official
Report, column 207W, I made it clear that the Animal
Health and Veterinary Laboratories Agency had used
their regulatory powers to suspend the use in Great
Britain of 10 vehicles used by transporters authorised
in another member state that had been approved and
certified in another member state and that their use in
Great Britain would remain suspended until such a time
as the identified faults have been rectified.

For the reasons set out in my written answer of
26 February 2013, Official Report, column 394W, it
would not be proper to publish this information.

Marine Management Organisation

Mr Tom Harris: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs under what
powers the Marine Management Organisation has
been preparing proposed marine plans and carrying
out other related marine planning functions. [149921]

Richard Benyon: The Marine and Coastal Access
Act 2009 introduced a number of measures, including a
marine planning system. It established the Secretary of
State as the marine plan authority and enabled him to
delegate marine planning functions. The Secretary of
State delegated these functions to the Marine Management
Organisation in April 2010.

Meetings

Mr Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (1) whether (a)
he and (b) Ministers in his Department have met with
Mr Mike Love in the last 12 months; and what the
purpose of any such meeting was; [145525]

(2) what (a) meetings and (b) correspondence he
has had with Burson-Marsteller UK in the last
12 months. [145716]

Richard Benyon: No meetings or correspondence between
Ministers and Mr Mike Love or Burson-Marsteller UK
have occurred in the last 12 months.

Packaging: EU Law

Huw Irranca-Davies: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs with which
(a) minimum and (b) other targets arising from the
EU Packaging Directive businesses are required to
comply. [146372]

Richard Benyon: Targets on businesses for the recycling
and recovery of packaging waste are set out in the
Producer Responsibility Obligations (Packaging Waste)
Regulations 2007 (as amended).

Patrol Craft

Mr Mike Hancock: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (1) when the
Government expects to place the order for the
construction of new offshore patrol vessels; and if he
will make a statement; [148645]

(2) from which departmental budget the funding for
new offshore patrol vessels will come; [148646]

(3) how much his Department expects to pay to the
Ministry of Defence as a contribution to the
construction of new offshore patrol vessels. [148647]

Richard Benyon: There are no plans to pay for the
construction of new offshore patrol vessels. The Marine
Management Organisation pays a daily rate for the
supply of patrol vessels for fishery enforcement work at
sea but do not contribute towards the construction of
patrol vessels.

Porpoises

Mrs Moon: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs pursuant to the
answer of 4 March 2013, Official Report, column
817W, on porpoises, if he will place in the Library a
copy of the response given by the Government to the
European Commission. [147269]

Richard Benyon: A copy of the reply will be placed in
the Library of the House.

Recruitment

Priti Patel: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many
officials were recruited to (a) his Department and (b)
each of its non-departmental public bodies in each of
the last five years. [147968]

Richard Benyon: The following table shows the number
of staff in core DEFRA, its agencies and non-departmental
public bodies that were recruited in each calendar year
between 2008 and 2012. The figures include temporary
staff who may have been employed for less than a year.
The figures exclude staff transferred as a result of
machinery of Government changes, and temporary
transfers such as secondments and loans.

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Core DEFRA 193 290 220 174 132

Executive Agency

Animal Health Veterinary
Laboratories Agency

184 353 104 50 41

Centre for Environment
Fisheries and Aquaculture
Science

60 34 31 43 59

Food and Environment
Research Agency (Central
Science Laboratory until
1 April 2009)

— 125 78 79 89

Government
Decontamination Service
(absorbed into FERA on
1 April 2009)

1 5 — — —

Marine and Fisheries
Agency1

16 67 10 — —

Rural Payments Agency 547 131 13 35 49

Veterinary Medicines
Directorate

8 15 3 10 6

Non-Departmental Public
Body

Agriculture and
Horticulture
Development Board

n/a n/a n/a 10 18

Commission for Rural
Communities

n/a n/a n/a 9 0
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2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Consumer Council for
Water

12 10 0 4 7

Environment Agency 1,600 1,526 305 435 1,501

Gangmasters Licensing
Authority

8 16 28 1 5

Joint Nature
Conservation Committee

24 28 16 11 35

Marine Management
Organisation1

— — — 55 59

National Forest Company 2 2 2 2 1

Natural England 243 251 18 24 32

Royal Botanic Gardens,
Kew

121 106 82 88 122

Sea Fish Industry
Authority

15 11 1 2 33

Sustainable Development
Commission (Abolished
on 31 March 2011)

0 9 2 — —

1 Became Marine Management Organisation on 1 April 2010.
Note:
For years where information is not held centrally, ″n/a″ is shown. Where a
body was not in existence that year has been left blank.

River Derwent

Sir Tony Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what plans
he has to compensate people in Cockermouth for the
breaching of the River Derwent’s flood relief channel
in that town in 2005, 2006 and 2009; and whether that
compensation will take account of historic lack of
maintenance of flood relief work on the River
Derwent. [149469]

Richard Benyon: The Government is not legally liable
to pay any compensation for the flooding which occurred
in the town of Cockermouth in 2005, 2006 and 2009.

There was no breaching to the existing flood defences
during these floods; the defences were overtopped due
to very high river flows.

In November 2009, West Cumbria was subject to
unprecedented and record rainfall, which fell on already
saturated ground. The river levels were so high and the
flooding was so significant that any removal of additional
gravel, beyond that already removed as part of the
Environment Agency’s routine maintenance programme,
would not have prevented the flooding.

Sir Tony Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what
assessment he has made of the change in the
proportion of the River Derwent’s flood relief channel
in Cockermouth covered by wooded islands in the last
30 years; and what assessment he has made of the
contribution of such islands to the breaching of flood
defences in the town. [149470]

Richard Benyon: The Environment Agency and its
predecessor organisations do not have records of the
exact proportions covered by wooded islands over the
last 30 years. However, since 2003 the Environment
Agency has based its maintenance work on a technical
evidence base, and its assessments have indicated that
removing gravel or wooded islands would not have
prevented the flooding since that date.

Keeping rivers clear from the build up of gravel,
plants and debris forms an important part of the
Environment Agency’s river maintenance plan in priority
flood risk areas, such as Cockermouth.

In these key locations, the river channels are surveyed
annually to determine what work is required to maintain
the capacity of the river. This survey information is
then used in mathematical river modelling.

Using these techniques the Environment Agency has
assessed the impact of the gravel and wooded islands on
the capacity of the river. The assessment confirms that
the gravel and wooded islands had a negligible effect on
the flood levels in 2005, 2008 and 2009 and the subsequent
overtopping of the town’s flood defences.

The main hydraulic constraint (or bottle neck) in the
river during significant flood flows is Gote Bridge which
is located immediately upstream of the wooded islands.

Sir Tony Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what the
evidential basis is for the statement by the Environment
Agency that the build-up of wooded islands in the
River Derwent’s flood relief channel in Cockermouth
was not the main cause of flooding in Cockermouth in
2005, 2008 and 2009. [149471]

Richard Benyon: In November 2009, the river levels in
Cockermouth were so high and the flooding was so
significant, that any removal of additional gravel or
wooded islands would not have prevented the flooding.

The evidence to support this statement is contained
within the Environment Agency’s ‘Cockermouth
Maintenance Plan’ (2012), and associated reports, which
have been assessed and verified by an independent
consultant and were drawn up after surveying and
modelling the river using the latest water industry recognised
techniques.

The reports also demonstrate that the management
of gravel in the preceding years helped to maintain the
one in 100 year standard of flood protection for
Cockermouth in combination with the existing flood
defences. The main cause of the flooding in Cockermouth
in 2005, 2008 and 2009 was the exceptional rainfall and
subsequent flood flows in the river.

Sick Leave

Priti Patel: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (1) how many
days (a) his Department and (b) each of its
non-departmental public bodies has lost to staff
sickness in each of the last five years; and what
estimate he has made of the cost of such absence in
each year; [147987]

(2) how many officials in (a) his Department and
(b) each of its non-departmental public bodies have
had (i) fewer than five days, (ii) five to 10 days, (iii) 10
to 15 days, (iv) 15 to 20 days, (v) 20 to 25 days, (vi) 25 to
50 days, (vii) 50 to 75 days, (viii) 75 to 100 days, (ix) 100
to 150 days, (x) 150 to 200 days, (xi) more than 200
days, (xii) more than three months, (xiii) more than six
months and (xiv) more than one year on paid sick leave
(A) consecutively and (B) in total in each of the last
five years. [148006]

Richard Benyon: The following table shows the number
of working days lost due to sickness in core DEFRA,
its executive agencies and non-departmental public bodies
in each of the last five calendar years, unless otherwise
stated as being for financial years.
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Department 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Core DEFRA 17,251 14,953 14,393 10,331 8,694

Executive agency

Animal Health Veterinary
Laboratories Agency

23,495 22,078 20,822 18,477 13,855

Centre for Environment
Fisheries and Aquaculture
Science

3,622 3,443 3,381 2,203 2,463

Food and Environment
Research Agency

4,507 4,336 3,996 4,625 4,604

Government
Decontamination Service
(absorbed into FERA on
1 April 2009)

237 27 1— 1— 1—

Marine and Fisheries
Agency (until 1 April 2010,
then became Marine
Management
Organisation—see NDPBs)

1,517 1,242 323 1— 1—

Pesticides Safety Directorate
(transferred to Health and
Safety Executive on 1 April
2008)

278 1— 1— 1— 1—

Rural Payments Agency 35,189 31,938 29,535 22,204 20,950

Veterinary Medicines
Directorate

1,316 1,110 1,446 1,065 1,004

Non-departmental public
body

Agriculture and Horticulture
Development Board

n/a n/a n/a n/a 742

Commission for Rural
Communities

0 0 0 0 0

Consumer Council for Water 624 820 450 723 795

Environment Agency 82,295 78,907 77,310 77,953 76,792

Gangmasters Licensing
Authority2

731 397 327 217 313

Joint Nature Conservation
Committee

512 765 474 495 602

Marine Management
Organisation (created on
1 April 2010) 2

1— 1— 1— 1,312 960

National Forest Company2 86 60 125 22 22

Natural England 12,860 13,549 12,066 10,115 9,228

Royal Botanic Gardens,
Kew2

2,074 1,555 2,270 1,634 2,128

Sea Fish Industry Authority 128 320 199 192 151

n/a = Information not available
1 Body no longer in existence.
2 Figures shown cover financial, not calendar, years, e.g.‘2012’ equates to the
2011-12 financial year.

Most DEFRA bodies, including core DEFRA, were
unable to provide information on the cost of sickness
absence without incurring disproportionate costs. The
following bodies were able to provide this information.

£

Non-departmental
public body 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Joint Nature
Conservation
Committee

53,248 79,560 49,296 51,480 62,556

National Forest
Company1

13,488 9,368 17,550 3,633 3,688

Natural England 1,858,760 1,841,439 1,664,779 1,413,699 1,374,005

Royal Botanic
Gardens, Kew1

165,521 159,500 159,873 183,361 183,575

1 Costs shown cover financial, not calendar, years.

Only Natural England was able to provide a breakdown
of staff sickness absences into the requested periods of
time. All other bodies in the DEFRA network, including
core DEFRA, could not provide this information without
incurring disproportionate cost.

Natural England

Number of staff taking
consecutive days

Number of staff taking
days in total

2008

1 to 4 days 454 693

5 to 10 days 287 366

10 to 15 days 88 144

15 to 20 days 38 65

20 to 25 days 30 40

25 to 50 days 45 81

50 to 75 days 14 14

75 to 100 days 9 11

100 to 150 days 6 9

150 to 200 days 1 2

More than 200 days 0 1

More than 3 months 0 0

More than 6 months 0 0

More than 1 year 0 0

2009

1 to 4 days 388 705

5 to 10 days 271 330

10 to 15 days 80 126

15 to 20 days 33 66

20 to 25 days 34 32

25 to 50 days 53 75

50 to 75 days 30 33

75 to 100 days 9 10

100 to 150 days 5 6

150 to 200 days 1 4

More than 200 days 1 3

More than 3 months 0 0

More than 6 months 0 0

More than 1 year 0 0

2010

1 to 4 days 408 792

5 to 10 days 227 229

10 to 15 days 88 126

15 to 20 days 41 55

20 to 25 days 21 26

25 to 50 days 45 61

50 to 75 days 17 19

75 to 100 days 10 12

100 to 150 days 5 6

150 to 200 days 0 5

More than 200 days 1 1

More than 3 months 0 0

More than 6 months 0 0

More than 1 year 0 0

2011

1 to 4 days 318 623

5 to 10 days 190 231

10 to 15 days 72 105

15 to 20 days 39 45

20 to 25 days 22 28

25 to 50 days 35 57

50 to 75 days 12 19
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Natural England

Number of staff taking
consecutive days

Number of staff taking
days in total

75 to 100 days 6 9

100 to 150 days to 6 9

150 to 200 days 1 2

More than 200 days 0 0

More than 3 months 0 0

More than 6 months 0 0

More than 1 year 0 0

2012

1 to 4 days 298 596

5 to 10 days 191 238

10 to 15 days 57 97

15 to 20 days 29 33

20 to 25 days 18 18

25 to 50 days 47 58

50 to 75 days 12 21

75 to 100 days 9 10

100 to 150 days 4 5

150 to 200 days 0 2

More than 200 days 0 0

More than 3 months 0 0

More than 6 months 0 0

More than 1 year 0 0

Staff

Chi Onwurah: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs which pay
grades his Department defines as senior officials in his
Department’s arm’s length bodies. [150238]

Richard Benyon: Senior staff in core DEFRA and its
executive agencies are defined as those paid within the
senior civil service paybands. These include paybands 1,
1A, 2 and 3, as well as Permanent Secretary.

The following table provides the names of the pay
grades that are considered equivalent to the senior civil
service (SCS) in the Department’s arms length bodies.

Organisation Pay grades

Agriculture & Horticulture
Development Board

Chief Executive Officer Finance
Director Sector Directors

Consumer Council for Water Chief Executive Officer Head of
Policy & Research Head of
Corporate Services Head of
Consumer Relations

Organisation Pay grades

Covent Garden Market Authority Chief Executive Officer Finance
Director Commercial and
Operations Director Business
Development Director Project
Director

Environment Agency Executive Manager 1 (SCS)
Executive Manager 2 (SCS)
Executive Manager 3 (SCS)

Gangmasters Licensing Authority Chief Executive Officer

Joint Nature Conservation
Committee

Chief Executive Officer

Marine Management Organisation Chief Executive Officer Director

National Forest Company Chief Executive Officer

Natural England Chief Executive Officer Executive
Director Director

Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew RBG Kew has a category called
″Individual Contracts″ that are
considered to be SCS equivalents.

Sea Fish Industry Authority At the present time, Seafish
considers the three SCS equivalents
to be: Chief Executive Officer
Operations Director Business
Services Director However, Seafish
will soon implement a restructure. It
will then have four SCS equivalents:
Chief Executive Officer Technical
Director External Affairs Director
Business Services Director

Termination of Employment

Priti Patel: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many
officials in (a) his Department and (b) each of its
non-departmental public bodies have left that body due
to (i) resignation, (ii) retirement, (iii) redundancy, (iv)
transferral to another public sector post and (v)
another reason in each of the last five years. [147949]

Richard Benyon: The following table shows the number
of staff in core DEFRA, its agencies and non-departmental
public bodies that left, for the reasons listed, in each
calendar year between 2008 and 2012.

Department

Reason for leaving 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Core DEFRA Resignation 89 53 59 44 38

Retirement 30 28 32 12 15

Redundancy 326 12 7 274 48

Transfer to other public
sector post

64 64 37 34 58

Other 51 48 79 19 15

Total 560 205 214 383 174

Executive agency

Reason for leaving 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Animal Health Veterinary
Laboratories Agency

Resignation 133 100 123 83 77

Retirement 77 51 64 29 32
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Executive agency

Reason for leaving 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Redundancy 0 0 12 227 55

Transfer to other public
sector post

14 3 4 1 20

Other 72 94 111 36 27

Total 296 248 314 376 213

Centre for Environment
Fisheries and Aquaculture
Science

Resignation 30 28 25 18 15

Retirement 7 6 5 2 5

Redundancy 30 2 0 0 0

Transfer to other public
sector post

4 1 0 1 2

Other 13 13 6 15 7

Total 84 50 36 36 29

Food and Environment
Research Agency (Formed 1
April 2009) (FERA)

Resignation 2— 26 26 27 22

Retirement 2— 12 10 3 7

Redundancy 2— 4 2 46 21

Transfer to other public
sector post

2— 1 3 2 33

Other 2— 23 29 13 20

Total 2— 66 70 91 103

Government
Decontamination Service
(absorbed into FERA on 1
April 2009)

Resignation 1 0 2— 2— 2—

Transfer to other public
sector post

1 0 2— 2— 2—

Other 1 0 2— 2— 2—

Total 3 0 2— 2— 2—

Marine and Fisheries
Agency (until 1 April 2010,
then became Marine
Management
Organisation—see NDPBs)

Resignation 1 3 2 2— 2—

Retirement 3 1 2 2— 2—

Transfer to other public
sector post

4 7 1 2— 2—

Other 2 5 4 2— 2—

Total 10 16 9 2— 2—

Rural Payments Agency Resignation 266 142 104 52 48

Retirement 29 35 27 31 39

Redundancy 5 23 3 114 3

Transfer to other public
sector post

25 47 25 24 37

Other 239 191 319 20 12

Total 564 438 478 241 139

Veterinary Medicines
Directorate

Resignation 3 1 3 7 3

Retirement 6 0 4 4 3

Redundancy 0 0 0 8 11

Other 0 0 1 0 1

Total 9 1 8 19 18
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Non-departmental public body (NDPB)

Reason for leaving 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Agriculture and
Horticulture Development
Board

Resignation 1n/a 1n/a 1n/a 4 12

Redundancy 1n/a 1n/a 1n/a 8 6

Total 1n/a 1n/a 1n/a 12 18

Commission for Rural
Communities

Redundancy 1n/a 1n/a 1n/a 5 0

Transfer to other public
sector post

1n/a 1n/a 1n/a 0 1

Other 1n/a 1n/a 1n/a 0 1

Total 1n/a 1n/a 1n/a 5 2

Consumer Council for
Water

Resignation 11 6 2 5 3

Retirement 1 1 0 0 0

Other 2 11 8 5 0

Total 14 18 10 10 3

Environment Agency Resignation 702 372 465 343 261

Retirement 270 196 235 148 103

Redundancy 75 31 47 65 8

Other 263 293 434 615 127

Total 1,310 892 1,181 1,171 499

Gangmasters Licensing
Authority

Resignation 4 3 6 5 8

Retirement 2 1 0 0 0

Other 1 0 2 5 9

Total 7 4 8 10 17

Joint Nature Conservation
Committee

Resignation 2 13 4 9 11

Retirement 1 3 0 0 2

Other 5 5 6 1 2

Total 8 21 10 10 15

Marine Management
Organisation (created on 1
April 2010). Figures shown
are for financial years
2010-11 and 2011-12

Resignation 2— 2— 2— 11 8

Retirement 2— 2— 2— 4 8

Redundancy 2— 2— 2— 2 5

Transfer to other public
sector post

2— 2— 2— 1 2

Total 2— 2— 2— 18 23

National Forest Company Resignation 1 0 4 0 1

Retirement 0 0 0 1 0

Redundancy 0 0 0 4 0

Total 1 0 4 5 1

Natural England Resignation 52 45 58 43 28

Retirement 13 15 22 6 8

Redundancy 153 1 7 336 38

Transfer to other public
sector post

6 0 8 8 3

Other 7 7 5 10 1
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Non-departmental public body (NDPB)

Reason for leaving 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Total 231 68 100 403 78

Royal Botanic Gardens,
Kew

Resignation 50 34 45 28 22

Retirement 6 13 9 8 2

Redundancy 0 0 1 3 0

Other 65 64 62 41 33

Total 121 111 117 80 57

Sea Fish Industry
Authority

Resignation 30 17 21 7 16

Retirement 0 0 1 1 1

Total 30 17 22 8 17

Sustainable Development
Commission (abolished 31
March 2011)

Resignation 0 3 8 1 2—

Retirement 0 0 1 2— 2—

Redundancy 0 0 3 29 2—

Transfer to other public
sector post

0 1 1 0 2—

Other 1 3 4 0 2—

Total 1 7 17 30 2—

1 For years where information is not available n/a is shown.
2 For years where body is no longer in existence.

Travel

Mr Thomas: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how much his
Department spent on (a) the Government Car Service
and (b) other taxi or car services for ministerial travel
in each year since 2009-10; and if he will make a
statement. [142636]

Richard Benyon: The information is as follows.
(a) Departmental spend on the Government Cars

Service is published in an annual written Ministerial
Statement, details of which can be found within the
Libraries of both Houses:
2009-10

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/
cmhansrd/cm101028/wmstext/
101028m0001.htm#10102827000372

2010-11
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201212/
cmhansrd/cm120116/wmstext/
120116m0001.htm#12011611000194

2011-12
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/
cmhansrd/cm121220/wmstext/
121220m0001.htm#12122056000216

Details of the costs for 2012-13 will be published in
the normal way later this year.

(b) The Ministerial Code, published on 21 May
2010, included changes to the circumstances in which
Ministers would be entitled to a car and driver. Junior
DEFRA Ministers have given up their cars to reduce
costs and currently use the central Government Cars
Agency pool, unless the Secretary of State’s car is
available.

Private hire taxis are only used for ministerial travel
when no other option is available, and when it is appropriate
to do so. Since 2009, the costs were:

Cost (£)

2009-10 22,705.05
2010-11 2,947.96
2011-12 2,515.05
2012 to date 2,389.94

UN Convention on Biological Diversity

Barry Gardiner: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what progress
the UK has made towards meeting the commitments it
made at the Convention on Biodiversity Conference of
the Parties in Nagoya on ecosystems mapping and
accounting. [150060]

Richard Benyon: The UK has been making steady
progress in these new and complex areas.

The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity agreed at Nagoya
included a specific target to incorporate the values of
biodiversity into national accounting and reporting systems
by 2020. This forms part of our commitment to ensuring
that natural capital is fully incorporated into the UK
Environmental Accounts by the same date. The approach
and milestones to achieve this goal have been set out by
the Office for National Statistics (ONS) in an ambitious
roadmap published in December 2012. DEFRA is now
working with the ONS to implement this roadmap.

The UK has also made good progress in relation to
ecosystem mapping, although this is not covered by a
specific strategic plan target. Relevant projects include
the development of maps of ecosystem functioning by
Natural England; the sectoral pilots of ecosystems mapping
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by DEFRA and the Joint Nature Conservation Committee;
and other DEFRA-funded research on mapping
methodology. The UK is also collaborating with the
European Union’s project on Mapping and Assessment
of Ecosystems and their Services.

Wind Power: Seas and Oceans

Jim Fitzpatrick: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs if he will
introduce a 160 decibel noise limit for pile driving in
offshore windfarm construction. [149445]

Gregory Barker: I have been asked to reply on behalf
of the Department of Energy and Climate Change.

Decisions on noise limits for pile driving in offshore
wind farm construction are taken on a case by case
basis after consideration of all relevant matters including
the results of consultation with statutory nature
conservation bodies and any mitigation measures proposed.

DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

Devolution

7. Charlie Elphicke: To ask the Deputy Prime
Minister what recent steps he has taken to devolve
power away from Westminster and Whitehall. [149761]

10. Andrew George: To ask the Deputy Prime
Minister what plans he has to devolve power from
Westminster and Whitehall. [149764]

The Deputy Prime Minister: We are devolving power
to the most appropriate level through local enterprise
partnerships, local government finance reforms, giving
local authorities a general power of competence and
City Deals. We have accepted in full or in part, 81 of
Lord Heseltine’s 89 recommendations which build on
that work to decentralise power and drive growth.

We delivered a referendum in Wales which resulted in
the Assembly assuming primary law making powers
and we established the Silk Commission. In addition,
the UK and Scottish Governments are working together
to ensure the smooth implementation of Scotland Act 2012
which represents the greatest devolution of fiscal powers
from London in 300 years.

Overseas Voter Regulations

8. Mike Freer: To ask the Deputy Prime Minister
what consideration he has given to changing the
regulations on voting by UK citizens who are living
overseas. [149762]

Miss Chloe Smith: UK citizens resident overseas can
register to vote in UK and European parliamentary
elections provided that they have been registered in the
UK in the past 15 years.

We are extending the electoral timetable for UK
parliamentary elections from 17 to 25 working days
which will allow postal votes to be issued sooner and
facilitate postal voting being viable for electors who are
living overseas.

Heseltine Review

9. Andrew Stunell: To ask the Deputy Prime Minister
what discussions he has had with ministerial colleagues
on the role of decentralisation in the implementation of
the Heseltine review. [149763]

The Deputy Prime Minister: I very much welcome
Lord Heseltine’s important review, in particular his
vision for greater decentralisation of economic powers
and budgets to local areas.

I am in ongoing discussions with ministerial colleagues
on the implementation of the Heseltine review and the
role of decentralisation in that context.

Special Advisers

11. David Wright: To ask the Deputy Prime Minister
how many special advisers work in his office. [149765]

The Deputy Prime Minister: The Government regularly
publishes details of special adviser numbers and pay
bands. This information is available on the Cabinet
Office website at

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/special-adviser-
data-releases-numbers-and-costs-october-2012

Political and Constitutional Reform

12. Julie Elliott: To ask the Deputy Prime Minister
what constitutional and political reform he plans to
pursue for the rest of the current Parliament. [149766]

The Deputy Prime Minister: I refer the hon. Lady to
my answer to questions 3 and 5 at oral questions earlier
today.

Spoilt Ballot Papers

14. Graham Jones: To ask the Deputy Prime Minister
what steps the Government plans to take to reduce the
number of spoilt ballot papers in future elections.

[149768]

Miss Chloe Smith: It is clearly of vital importance
that voters can complete their ballot paper and make an
effective voting choice. Guidance notices, which are
prescribed in legislation, are displayed in polling booths,
and information is provided in postal ballot packs,
explaining how to mark voting preferences on the ballot
paper at each type of election.

Improvements were made to the clarity of these
notices as well as the ballot paper and other voter-facing
forms used at the November 2012 Mayoral and Police
and Crime Commissioner Elections. The Government
will consider the extent to which the design changes
made for those elections might be reflected at other
elections to make the voting experience as accessible as
possible.

Lobbying

Chi Onwurah: To ask the Deputy Prime Minister
what representations he has received on the proposed
statutory register of lobbyists since September 2012.

[150234]
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Miss Chloe Smith: As Minister with responsibility for
this policy, I have received a number of letters from
Members of Parliament expressing an interest in our
proposals for a statutory register of lobbyists. I have
also received correspondence on the matter from a
range of stakeholders.

The Government is committed to introducing a statutory
register of lobbyists. We are continuing to carefully
consider the evidence submitted in response to our
consultation and will publish revised proposals in due
course.

Chi Onwurah: To ask the Deputy Prime Minister
what meetings he has had with interested parties on his
plans to introduce a statutory register of lobbyists since
September 2012. [150236]

Miss Chloe Smith: Cabinet Office Ministers have had
no meetings with interested parties on the Government’s
plans for a proposed statutory register of lobbyists since
September 2012.

The Government is committed to introducing a statutory
register of lobbyists. We are continuing to carefully
consider the evidence submitted in response to our
consultation and will publish revised proposals in due
course.

ENERGY AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Carbon Sequestration: Tees Valley

Tom Blenkinsop: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what assessment he has
made of the effect on (a) Teesside’s process industry
and (b) levels of unemployment on Teesside on his
decision not to award low carbon funding from the
CCS Commercialisation Competition to Teesside.

[149862]

Mr Hayes: The criteria by which projects in the
carbon capture and storage competition were assessed
are set out in the Invitation to Participate in Discussions
(ITPD) documentation. This is available on the Contracts
Finder website at:

http://www.contractsfinder.businesslink.gov.uk/

(search CCS Commercialisation)
Following the announcement on the selection of preferred

bidders in the CCS competition on 20 March 2013, the
remaining two bidders, Teesside Low Carbon and Captain
Clean Energy, will be appointed as reserve projects.
These bids may be called to participate in the next stage
of the competition if one or both of the preferred
bidders fails to enter into a front end engineering and
design (FEED) contract by the summer.

Disclosure of Information

Jon Trickett: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change how many civil servants in his
Department have been subject to non-disclosure
agreements in each year since 2010. [150031]

Gregory Barker: The Department of Energy and
Climate Change has interpreted the hon. Member’s
reference to ’non-disclosure agreements’ as relating to
individual compromise agreements between the Department

and a current or former employee under which the
employee or former employee has received a negotiated
sum to specifically secure the confidentiality of the
settlement.

Our records show that one such compromise agreement
was concluded in the period from 1 January 2010 to
date.

Energy: Housing

Caroline Flint: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what the total annual
expenditure on (a) electricity and (b) gas by domestic
users was in each year since 2003. [149864]

Gregory Barker: DECC publishes data on total annual
expenditure on electricity and gas by domestic consumers
in Table 1.1.6 of the Digest of UK Energy Statistics
(DUKES): The latest published data are shown in the
following table:

Annual expenditure (£ million)
Electricity Gas

2003 7,660 6,260
2004 9,120 8,285
2005 9,665 8,215
2006 11,340 10,100
2007 12,540 9,950
2008 14,245 12,070
2009 14,535 12,605
2010 14,085 14,275
2011 14,695 12,310

Data for 2012 are not yet available.
The Digest of UK Energy Statistics is available on

the DECC website:
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-of-

energy-climate-change/series/digest-of-uk-energy-statistics-dukes

Energy: North Sea

Grahame M. Morris: To ask the Secretary of State
for Energy and Climate Change what recent assessment
he has made of the infrastructure developments
required at ports on the north-east coast to
accommodate future growth in the offshore (a) oil and
gas and (b) renewable energy industries. [149490]

Mr Hayes: The National Policy Statement for Ports,
which was designated in January 2012 and is available
on the gov.uk website, strongly emphasizes the vital
importance of the UK port sector in catering for a
range of energy imports and exports including offshore
wind and hydrocarbons. Ports in the north-east of England
are well placed to respond to the demand in these
sectors.

Fuel Poverty

Chris Ruane: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change how many and what proportion
of people lived in fuel poverty in each of the last 30
years (a) nationally and (b) in each region. [149355]

Gregory Barker: The following table shows the number
and proportion of households in fuel poverty for each
country in the UK, for each year that data is available
since the measurement of fuel poverty started in 1996.
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1996 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

England Thousand 5,100 1,222 1,236 1,529 2,432 2,819 3,335 3,964 3,536

Percentage 25 6 6 7 11 13 16 18 16

1996 2002 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2007 2008 2009 2010

Scotland Thousand 756 293 350 419 543 586 618 770 658

Percentage 36 13 15 18 24 25 27 33 28

2004 2005* 2006* 2008 2009* 2010*

Wales Thousand 134 167 250 332 368 332

Percentage 11 14 21 26 29 26

2004 2006 2009

Northern Ireland Thousand 154 226 302

Percentage 24 34 44

Data for England is taken from the annual Fuel
Poverty Statistics, based on the English Housing Survey
(EHS). Data for Scotland is taken from the Scottish
House Condition Survey. This survey changed to a
calendar year basis in 2007, making it consistent with
the English Housing Survey. Data for Wales is taken
from the Living in Wales survey. Years marked with an
asterisk (*) indicate those for which fuel poverty in
Wales has been estimated, by taking data from a
previous year where actual data was available, and
applying predicted price and income changes. Data for

Northern Ireland is taken from the Northern Ireland
House Condition Survey.

The following table shows the number and proportion
of households in fuel poverty in each region in England
between 2003 and 2010. This information is only available
from 2003 onwards. This table can also be found in the
long-term trends tables of our annual fuel poverty
publication (in table 19). This can be found here:

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-of-
energy-climate-change/series/fuel-poverty-statistics

Fuel poor 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

North East Thousand 95 103 126 179 206 236 272 238

Percentage 8.7 9.5 11.5 16.4 18.6 21.2 24.1 21.3

Yorkshire and the Humber Thousand 180 163 169 273 333 407 444 415

Percentage 8.6 7.7 8.0 12.7 15.5 18.2 19.9 18.6

North West Thousand 178 190 268 415 412 531 649 601

Percentage 6.3 6.6 9.2 14.2 16.1 18.1 22.1 20.3

East Midlands Thousand 112 101 145 236 212 359 398 341

Percentage 6.3 5.7 8.1 12.9 14.8 19.2 21.4 18.1

West Midlands Thousand 146 153 197 304 383 500 589 485

Percentage 6.7 7.0 8.9 13.7 17.2 22.5 26.2 21.6

South West Thousand 139 134 181 256 259 339 411 342

Percentage 6.5 6.2 8.3 11.6 11.7 75.5 18.4 15.2

East of England Thousand 115 141 155 224 253 292 388 381

Percentage 5.1 6.1 6.7 9.7 10.8 12.5 16.2 16.0

South East Thousand 149 133 169 291 333 342 411 401

Percentage 4.4 3.9 4.9 8.5 9.5 9.9 11.8 11.5

London Thousand 108 119 120 254 309 328 402 331

Percentage 3.6 3.9 3.9 8.3 10.0 10.8 13.3 10.9

Steve McCabe: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what consideration his
Department has given to introducing lifeline tariffs for
those energy customers in the UK who are at most risk
of energy poverty. [149855]

Gregory Barker: Help with energy bills for those in
the UK who are in or at risk of fuel poverty is provided
by the warm home discount. This provides help annually
to around two million low income and vulnerable

households. This winter that included a £130 discount
on electricity bills paid to around 1.16 million of the
poorest pensioners.

In addition, Ofgem’s retail market review proposals
will ensure that all consumers are on the cheapest tariff
in line with their preferences. The Government has also
introduced clauses into the Energy Bill so that it can act
to implement these important reforms in the event that
Ofgem’s proposals are frustrated or unduly delayed.
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Green Deal Scheme

Luciana Berger: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change how much his
Department has spent on outside consultancy services
for the Green Deal since May 2010. [149982]

Gregory Barker: The Department has focused on
developing the Green Deal through industry-led working
groups, so we have not engaged consultants in any
significant way, but we have taken some consultancy
advice with spend as follows:

2010-11: £178,000
2011-12: £305,000

Green Park Interim and Executive

Luciana Berger: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what the purpose was of
his Department’s payment of £5,400 to Green Park
Interim and Executive Ltd on 18 January 2013.

[149981]

Gregory Barker: The Department has employed a
short-term contractor from Green Park Interim and
Executive Ltd to undertake specialist work as part of
our departmental digital strategy.

Home Energy Conservation Act 1995

Dr Whitehead: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what steps he plans to
take after 31 March 2013 in response to the publication
of the reports pursuant to the Home Energy
Conservation Act 1995; and if he will make a
statement. [149616]

Gregory Barker: The Home Energy Conservation
Act (HECA) reporting requirements were revitalised
and fundamentally changed with new guidance being
issued to all English local authorities (LAs) in July
2012. The reports due by 31 March 2013 are therefore
the first time LAs have reported under the new
arrangements.

The Department will consider the HECA reports to
review the action proposed by LAs and how we might
best work with them to improve the energy efficiency of
their residential accommodation, including sharing best
practice.

Northern Ireland

Dr McCrea: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what recent discussions he has
had with Ministers in the Northern Ireland Executive;
and what issues were discussed. [150254]

Gregory Barker: DECC Ministers meet regularly with
Ministers from the devolved Administrations to discuss
a range of issues. As has been the case with successive
Administrations, it is not the Government’s practice to
provide details of all such meetings.

Peat Bogs

Glyn Davies: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change (1) what reports he has received
on whether floating roads, built to provide vehicular
access over windfarms, sink into peatlands; [149719]

(2) what assessment he has made of the risk of
drying out, cracking and potential peat-pipe formation
on peatlands as a result of construction of floating
roads; [149720]

(3) how many windfarm developments involving
deep peat have received a formal risk matrix prior to
construction to date; [149721]

(4) what assessment he has made of the risk posed by
peat slides that occur as a result of constructing
windfarms on peatland. [149722]

Gregory Barker: Applicants for consent for major
energy infrastructure must provide assessments of potential
biodiversity and geological impacts which would include
an assessment of the effects of locating the infrastructure
on peatland if that was the case. The decision-making
authority would need to take such impacts into account
before making its decision.

The National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy
Infrastructure (EN-3)1 contains further information on
the assessment of applications for consent for onshore
wind farms on peat.

The Department has not undertaken, nor received,
any specific assessments on these issues.

1https://Whitehall-admin.production.alphagov.co.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/
37048/1940-nps-renewable-energy-en3.pdf

Glyn Davies: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what assessment he has made of
the potential for reducing UK greenhouse gas
emissions by including peatlands in the total green
house gas emissions calculation; and if he will place
details of any such analysis in the Library. [149723]

Gregory Barker: We acknowledge the importance of
peatlands in maintaining carbon stocks and recognise
their potential for sequestering additional carbon.

At present, peatlands are not accounted for in UK
greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets calculation.
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
will publish a methodology to account for peatlands in
July 2013, and we are currently considering what land
use and forestry activities the UK will account for in the
period 2013-20.

The UK greenhouse gas inventory is published every
year and includes emissions estimates from peat extraction
within the Wetlands category of the Land Use, Land
Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) sector of the
annual UK greenhouse gas inventory.

Public Expenditure

Chris Leslie: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change with reference to the estimated
Resource DEL underspend in financial year 2012-13 of
£300 million as set out in Table 2.5 of the Budget 2013
Red Book which service areas in his Department have
received reduced resources; what the amounts of
resource reduction were; and if he will make a
statement. [150193]

Gregory Barker: Table 2.5 of the Budget 2013 Red
Book shows the difference between Budget 2012 plans
and the Department of Energy and Climate Change
(DECC)’s latest estimates of its full-year position.
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In addition to forecast underspend against final plans,
since Budget 2012 the Department surrendered £253 million
of RDEL at the supplementary estimates. Of this, £73
million is available for future years through the Budget
Exchange mechanism, £189 million was switched from
the Department’s resource budget to the capital budget
and an offsetting amount of £9 million was transferred
to DECC from other Government Departments.

The Department will set out its spending for the year
in detail in its annual accounts in the usual way.

Radioactive Waste

Ms Ritchie: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what assessment he has made of
the selection of a site for the storage of radioactive
waste from existing and former nuclear sites; and if he
will make a statement. [149683]

Mr Hayes: The UK’s higher activity radioactive waste
is currently held in safe and secure storage facilities at
various nuclear sites around the country. Government
set out its approach to implementing a geological disposal
facility (GDF) to dispose of the UK’s higher activity
radioactive waste in the 2008 White Paper “Managing
Radioactive Waste Safely: A Framework for Implementing
Geological Disposal”.

The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS)
process is based on the principles of voluntarism and
partnership. It is a staged process, one in which potential
host communities ’decide to participate’ (without
commitment) in site identification and assessment for a
potential GDF. To date, no sites have been selected. The
Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) programme
is a very long-term one, and Government remains confident
that a suitable site for a GDF will be found.

The current invitation remains open for volunteer
communities to express an interest, without commitment,
in the MRWS process. At the same time, Government
has been working to learn the lessons of the recent
experience gained in west Cumbria—as the Secretary of
State for Energy and Climate Change affirmed in his
written ministerial statement earlier today, will launch
in May a public call for evidence on the site selection
process of the MRWS programme. The evidence provided
in response to this call will inform a public consultation
later this year on how this process might be improved.

With regards to the recent experience in west Cumbria,
both Copeland and Allerdale borough councils decided
to proceed to site identification and assessment, however,
Cumbria county council did not. Since Government
had given a specific commitment in west Cumbria that
there should be agreement at both borough and county
level before progressing to the next stage, this decision
brought the existing site selection process to an end in
west Cumbria.

Said Business School

Luciana Berger: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what the purpose was of
his Department’s payment of £25,000 to Oxford Said
Business School Ltd on 16 January 2013. [149979]

Gregory Barker: This payment was for a DECC
director’s place on cohort 3 of the Major Projects
Leadership Academy (MPLA).

SMP Commercial

Luciana Berger: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what the purpose was of
his Department’s payment of £326,782.54 to SMP
Commercial in January 2013. [149980]

Gregory Barker: “SMP Commercial” is a business
area within the Department of Energy and Climate
Change. The expenditure relates to payments to suppliers
supporting the delivery of the Smart Metering
Implementation Programme’s competitions for the Data
and Communications Company.

Telephone Services

John Healey: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change for each of the principal
access numbers operated by (a) his Department and
(b) the agencies for which he is responsible, what
revenue has been retained by (i) the telephone provider
for that line and (ii) his Department in each of the last
three years. [149993]

Gregory Barker: For the numbers operated by this
Department and its agencies, the Department has taken
zero revenue in the last three years.

Any revenue which may be retained by the telephone
provider is not specifically known to the Department at
this time.

John Healey: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change which telephone lines are
operated by (a) his Department and (b) the agencies
for which he is responsible for public enquiries or other
services; what the (i) principal access number and (ii)
telephone service provider is for each number; and
which such lines (A) are free to the caller and (B) may
incur a charge to the caller. [150016]

Gregory Barker: This Department and its agencies
operate the following numbers:

Department Public Enquiry Unit/Press Office—0300 060 4000
(operated by Level 3 as a standard non-geographic number at a
national rate to the caller).

Department Out of Hours emergency inquiries—020 7215
3505 (operated by BT as a local rate charge to the caller).

Energy Saving Scotland—0800 512 012 (operated by BT and
free to BT landline users).

The Coal Authority (subsidence and mining report inquiries)—0845
762 6848 (operated by BT as a standard non-geographic number
charged at up to 10p per minute).

Wind Power

Nadine Dorries: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what estimate his
Department has made of the (a) level of carbon
emissions resulting from the construction of each
onshore wind turbine and (b) total amount of energy
produced by such turbines annually. [149008]

Gregory Barker: The carbon footprint for onshore
wind electricity production ranges between 8-20gCO2eq/
kWh, taking into account emissions incurred during
the manufacture, construction, maintenance, and
decommissioning phases:

http://www.parliament.uk/documents/post/postpn_383-
carbon-footprint-electricity-generation.pdf
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Research suggests that the average wind farm is expected
to generate at least 20 to 25 times the energy used in its
manufacture, installation, operation and eventual
decommissioning over its lifetime; the average energy
payback time for a wind farm is between three and
10 months:

http://www.soest.hawaii.edu/GG/FACULTY/ITO/GG410/
Wind/Kubiszewski_EROI_Wind_RenEn10.pdf

In 2011, onshore wind generated 1.0.4 TWh of electricity.
This is taken from the Digest of United Kingdom
Energy Statistics (DUKES) 2012, table 6.4, which is
available at:

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/renewable-
sources-of-energy-chapter-6-digest-of-united-kingdom-
energy-statistics-dukes

Wind Power: Thames Estuary

Dr Offord: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what assessment his Department
has made of the effect of the establishment of
windfarms on commercial shipping in the Thames
Estuary. [148546]

Mr Hayes: We recognise that it is important that the
offshore wind and shipping industries are able to work
alongside each other to maximise the benefits for both
sectors and for the United Kingdom as a whole.

All applications for renewable energy developments
are considered within a formal process. Any consideration
of the potential impacts of any wind farm in the Thames
Estuary, including upon shipping and shipping lanes,
during this process will take account of the views of the
Maritime and Coastguard Agency (the Government’s
advisers on navigational safety matters), Trinity House
and other relevant stakeholders, including port authorities.

In addition, there are regular meetings between the
shipping industry (commercial and recreational), wind
farm developers, regulators and Government to discuss
shipping and renewable energy issues through the Nautical
and Offshore Renewable Energy Liaison Group.

BUSINESS, INNOVATION AND SKILLS

Fires

Peter Aldous: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills (1) what steps his
Department is taking to make the UK economy more
resilient to incidents of fire; [149537]

(2) what steps his Department is taking to reduce the
(a) number and (b) severity of fires in industrial and
commercial premises. [149539]

Michael Fallon: I refer my hon. Friend to the answer
given by the Under-Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government, my hon. Friend the Member
for Great Yarmouth (Brandon Lewis), on 14 March
2013, Official Report, column reference 287W.

Green Deal Finance Company

Luciana Berger: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills how much capital has
the Green Investment Bank provided to the Green
Deal finance company since the establishment of that
company. [149983]

Michael Fallon: Details of the Green Investment Bank’s
participation in the finance package for the Green Deal
are due to be announced shortly.

Green Investment Bank

Chris Leslie: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills pursuant to the Budget
2013 Red Book, Table 2.5, which capital items and
projects are no longer proceeding as a consequence of
the underspend by the Green Investment Bank in
2012-13; and if he will make a statement. [150124]

Michael Fallon: There are no specific projects or
capital spending plans that are no longer proceeding.
The UK Green Investment Bank has full flexibility to
carry forward capital under-spends within this spending
review period. The bank is confident it will commit the
full £3 billion the Government is providing for the
period to April 2015.

Higher Education: Admissions

Damian Hinds: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills (1) what information
his Department holds on the rate of university
admissions, excluding admissions from overseas, of
young people from different ethnic groups and each
income level relative to the proportion of such groups
to the overall population of young people; [149447]

(2) what information his Department holds on the
rate of university admissions, excluding admissions
from overseas, of young people from different ethnic
groups, relative to the proportion of such groups to the
overall population of young people; and what those
figures would be if different levels of academic
achievement were taken into account. [149448]

Mr Willetts: The information is not held centrally.
Data on applications and acceptances to full-time
undergraduate courses by ethnic group are collected by
the Universities and Colleges Admissions Service (UCAS)
and are available from their website at:

http://www.ucas.com/about_us/stat_services/stats_online/data tables/

Information on the numbers of entrants to both
full-time and part-time undergraduate courses by ethnic
group is collected by the Higher Education Statistics
Agency (HESA) and is available from their website at:

http://www.hesa.ac.uk/index.php/content/view/1973/239/

Neither organisation publishes admissions by ethnic
group as a percentage of the overall population of
young people.

Both UCAS and HESA are organisations independent
from Government. The Government is firmly committed
to improving the information available about higher
education through the key information set and other
initiatives, and is in favour of transparency on who
applies to and who attends higher education.

Pamela Nash: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills how many university
applications made through UCAS came from students
at private and independent schools in each of the last
five years. [149690]
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Mr Willetts: The information is given in the table:
UK domiciled applicants to UCAS who were from independent schools

Year of entry

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Total UK
applicants

502,461 544,285 586,821 589,350 544,752

of which:

from
independent
schools

42,018 43,848 42,386 38,410 36,068

Higher Education: Radicalism

Pamela Nash: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what working groups
his Department has formed on combating religious
extremism in universities. [149798]

Mr Willetts: There are no BIS led working groups on
combating religious extremism in universities. Officials
in BIS are part of the wider Home Office and DCLG
led groups on preventing extremism.

Higher Education: Scotland

Pamela Nash: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills on how many
occasions the Minister of State for Universities has (a)
met, (b) spoken on the telephone and (c)
corresponded with the vice-chancellors of universities
in Scotland in each year since 2010. [149799]

Mr Willetts: Ministers’ meetings with external
organisations are published quarterly on the gov.uk
internet site and details are available via the following
link:

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-
for-business-innovation-skills/series/bis-quarterly-
publications-april-to-june-2012

I have not spoken on the telephone with the vice-
chancellors of universities in Scotland in each year
since 2010.

I have corresponded with Scottish vice-chancellors
on 13 occasions since 2010.

Industrial Disputes

Nia Griffith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills whether he has made a
public response to the concerns recently raised by the
UN Special Rapporteur on the rights to freedom of
peaceful assembly and of association, with regards to
proscriptions on the right to strike such as the ban on
secondary picketing in force since 1982; and what
assessment he has made of those concerns. [149969]

Jo Swinson: Although the Special Rapporteur has
identified some preliminary findings, his full report is
yet to be published.

The Government supports the rights to freedom of
peaceful assembly and of association and believes that
the UK complies with human rights obligations in
respect of trade union law.

Overseas Trade: Israel

Martin Vickers: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what assessment he has
made of the UK-Israel Tech Hub. [149725]

Mr Willetts: The UK Israel Tech Hub was launched
in October 2011 by the Chancellor of the Exchequer,
my right hon. Friend the Member for Tatton (Mr Osborne),
and with the active support and involvement of BIS, in
order to drive UK economic growth by helping British
companies partner with the best of Israeli innovation.

The Hub conducted a process of strategic planning
and consultation with industry leaders on both sides to
identify sectors with unique UK/Israel synergies—including
Digital, Biomed, Cleantech, Arabic Internet, Government
IT and Finance. Within these sectors, priorities have
been mapped out and targeted activities executed to
address these priorities.

Following the launch of the Hub, I visited Israel at
the end of October 2011, on a high tech mission to
promote the UK as a natural partner for Israeli high
tech and to develop an understanding of the Israeli
high tech scene.

I also co-chair the UK-Israel High Tech Council,
launched in March 2012, with Israel’s Chief Scientist,
Avi Hasson.

The UK Israel Tech Hub has been defined as a
three-year experiment and the assessment to date is that
it is meeting and even exceeding expectations within this
short time frame. Achievements to date include:

In the digital sector—three inward investment successes (opening
offices in the UK), over 20 prospective commercial partnerships,
and a positive change in perception among Israeli participants
regarding the attractiveness of the tech environment; and

In the biomed sector—three Israeli companies planning clinical
trials in the UK.

Visits Abroad

Mr Dodds: To ask the Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills how many overseas visits have
been made by Ministers of his Department to support
trade and investment in each year since 2010. [150349]

Michael Fallon: Details of all overseas visits undertaken
by Ministers at the Department of Business, Innovation
and Skills are published on a quarterly basis on the
gov.uk website

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-
for-business-innovation-skills/series/bis-quarterly-
publications-april-to-june-2012

Details covering 2012 Q4 will be published shortly.
The information includes name, date, destination,

purpose of the trip and cost by each Minister.

TREASURY
Bank Notes

Mr Iain Wright: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer if he will discuss with the Governor of the
Bank of England the possibility and merits of
introducing plastic banknotes into circulation. [149459]

Sajid Javid: The Chancellor of the Exchequer regularly
meets with the Governor of the Bank of England to
discuss a wide range of issues.
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The issuing of banknotes is the responsibility of the
Bank of England. The bank of England is committed
to ensuring public confidence in the availability, quality
and security of the currency. The bank continually
looks at the security features of the notes and at methods
of production and printing, including the use of alternative
substrates.

Climate Change Levy: Bricks

Peter Luff: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
with reference to his Statement on the exemption of the
ceramics industry for the Climate Change Levy,
Official Report, column 938, if brick-making is
included in the exemption; and if he will make a
statement. [149977]

Sajid Javid: Budget 2013 announced that the Government
will introduce exemptions from the climate change levy
for energy used in metallurgical and mineralogical processes
from 1 April 2014.

The Government is working closely with industry to
determine the appropriate scope and design of this
relief, including which processes should be covered.

Economic Growth

Ann McKechin: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer pursuant to the financial statement of
20 March 2013, Official Report, column 938, whether
the single local growth fund will be funded by his
Department or by existing funding transferred from
other Government departments. [150149]

Danny Alexander: The Government announced at the
autumn statement of 5 December 2012, Official Report,
columns 871-882, that it would devolve a greater proportion
of growth-related spending on the basis of plans developed
by LEPs by creating a single funding pot for local areas
from April 2015.

The Government’s response to the Heseltine Review
published on the 18 March 2013 confirmed that the
Government would create a Single Local Growth Fund
with the full details on the size and content to be
announced alongside the spending round later this year.

Ann McKechin: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer pursuant to the financial statement of
20 March 2013, Official Report, column 938, which
Government departments will contribute from their
departmental budgets to the single local growth fund.

[150150]

Danny Alexander: The Government’s response to
the Heseltine Review published on 18 March 2013
confirmed that the Government would create a Single
Local Growth Fund with the full details on the size and
content to be announced alongside the spending round
later this year.

The response confirmed that the Single Local Growth
Fund would contain elements of transport, housing
and skills budgets. And that as part of the spending
round the Government will also review all the other
funding streams that Lord Heseltine identified in his
report.

Equitable Life Assurance Society: Compensation

Mr Cox: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
when he expects the Equitable Life payment scheme to
have completed the paying out of compensation to
policyholders. [149699]

Sajid Javid: The payment scheme expects to complete
payments in 2014 as planned.

Excise Duties: Beer

Tom Blenkinsop: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer with reference to the 1980 court ruling in
the case of European Commission vs UK, Number
170/78, what assessment he has made of the extent to
which his decision to cut duty for beer, but not other
alcoholic beverages, complies with European law.

[149896]

Sajid Javid: EU law requires duty on average strength
beer and wine to be broadly similar, which following the
Budget, remains the case across the UK.

The average strength of wine has been increasing in
recent years and per unit of alcohol the duty on wine
has increased by less than the duty on beer.

Financial Services: Cyprus

Mr Kevan Jones: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer (1) what meetings and communications (a)
he and (b) Ministers in his Department have had with
their counterparts at the Ministry of Defence on the
effect of the Cypriot savings levy on members of the
UK armed forces serving in Cyprus; [149631]

(2) pursuant to his oral statement of 18 March 2013,
Official Report, column 167W, when he is planning to
meet the Secretary of State for Defence on the situation
of UK armed forces personnel potentially affected by
the Cypriot savings levy; [149632]

(3) what his definition is of the phrase reasonable
losses, for which the Government will compensate
members of the armed forces who are serving in
Cyprus and are affected by the Cypriot savings levy.

[149633]

Greg Clark [holding answer 22 March 2013]: The
Chancellor and the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, my right hon. Friend the Member
for Richmond (Yorks) (Mr Hague), made clear that all
military and government personnel sent to serve in
Cyprus, and their families, will be protected from any
losses on their personal deposits. This applies to any
affected personal account—current accounts and savings
accounts.

The Chancellor and his ministerial colleagues meet
regularly to discuss a wide range of issues.

Treasury Ministers and officials engage with a wide
variety of organisations in the public and private sectors,
as part of the process of policy development and delivery.

The Treasury publishes a list of ministerial meetings
with external organisations. This is available online at:

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/minister_hospitality.htm

John Mann: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
(1) what support he is offering to UK citizens with
bank deposits in Cyprus of over 100,000 euros; [150165]
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(2) what assessment he has made of the potential
cost to the public purse of guaranteeing certain bank
deposits of UK citizens in Cyprus. [150226]

Greg Clark: Deposits in Cypriot banks in Cyprus are
subject to the laws and regulations of the Republic of
Cyprus.

Those who have been sent to Cyprus to serve our
military or our Government, and their families, will be
protected in full from any losses on their personal
deposits.

As the situation in Cyprus is still fluid, with banks
remaining shut and the details of proposals not yet
finalised, it is not possible to offer a figure on what the
cost of this commitment is, and it would be inappropriate
to comment further at this stage.

We continue to monitor the situation closely.

Pay: Peterborough

Mr Stewart Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer (1) if he will estimate the number of
individuals in work in Peterborough constituency who
earn between £9,440 and £12,230 per annum; [149592]

(2) if he will estimate how many individuals in
Peterborough constituency earn between £9,205 and
£12,000; and if he will make a statement. [150102]

Mr Hurd: I have been asked to reply on behalf of the
Cabinet Office.

The information requested falls within the responsibility
of the UK Statistics Authority. I have asked the authority
to reply.

Letter from Glen Watson, dated March 2013:
As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I

have been asked to reply to your recent Parliamentary Question
asking the Chancellor of the Exchequer if he will estimate the
number of individuals in work in Peterborough constituency who
earn between £9,440 & £12,230 per annum (149592); and £9,205
& £12,000 per annum (150102).

In April 2012, no reliable statistics can be produced from
ASHE on the proportion of employee jobs with the gross annual
earnings specified in Peterborough constituency due to the small
sample size at this geographical breakdown.

PAYE

Stephen Timms: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer for what reasons he has delayed for small
firms the requirement in the new PAYE Real Time
Information system that employers should make a
PAYE submission on or before each payment to an
employee; and in what circumstances he would
consider a further such delay. [150223]

Mr Gauke: In developing PAYE Real Time Information
(RTI) HMRC has worked closely with employers, their
representatives, payroll bureaux and agents to understand
the impact of RTI. As a consequence of these consultations
they recognise that some small employers who pay their
employees, more frequently, but currently only process
their payroll monthly may need longer to adapt to
reporting PAYE information in real time. HMRC have
therefore agreed a transitional relaxation of reporting
arrangements for small businesses. However, all businesses
will still be required to report real time information at

the time of their payroll or at the very latest by the end
of the tax month. Working with representatives of
small business and the accountancy profession, HMRC
agreed this as an appropriate easement at the start of
this transitional year for RTI in which they are supporting
all businesses through the implementation without the
threat of penalties.

HMRC have no plans to extend this reporting relaxation
beyond 5 October 2013. They will, however, continue to
work with employer representatives during the summer
to assess the impact of RTI on the smallest businesses
and consider whether they can make improvements to
real time reporting which will address their concerns
without compromising the benefits of RTI or the success
of the Department for Work and Pension’s universal
credit.

Public Expenditure: Wales

Jonathan Edwards: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what Barnett consequentials will be
awarded to the Welsh Government as a result of the
creation of a new UK aerospace technology institute.

[149809]

Danny Alexander: The proposed funding will be directed
towards science and innovation on a UK wide basis
and, as these matters are reserved, there will be no
Barnett consequentials.

However Wales will benefit directly from the Aerospace
Technology Institute (ATI) with businesses such as
those in the aerospace cluster based around the North
Wales border benefiting from access to the £2.1 billion
fund.

Social Security Benefits: Greater London

Jim Fitzpatrick: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer (1) how many people in Poplar and
Limehouse constituency will be affected by the changes
to working tax credit due to take place in April 2013;

[149811]

(2) how many people in Poplar and Limehouse will
be affected by the changes in child benefit due to take
effect in April 2013. [149873]

Sajid Javid: Forecasts of the number of tax credits
claimants are not available at parliamentary constituency
level and we have not estimated the number of people
who would be affected by working tax credit policy
changes. As at December 2012, there were 6.3 thousand
in-work families in Poplar and Limehouse constituency.
This information can be found in HMRC’s published
National Statistics here:

http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/statistics/prov-geog-stats/cwtc-geog-
dec12.xls

There are no changes to the pre-announced child
benefit policy taking place at April 2013. As at August
2012, there were 15.7 thousand families in receipt of
child benefit in Poplar and Limehouse constituency.
More information can be found in HMRC’s published
National Statistics, here:

http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/statistics/child-geog-stats/chb-geog-
aug12.xls
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Taxation: Electricity

Chris Heaton-Harris: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer if he will consider the merits of introducing
an hypothecated windfall tax to remove unanticipated
and unreasonable profit resulting from the interaction
of the Renewables Obligation and the Carbon Price
Support; and if he will consider allocating the revenue
from such a tax to electricity consumers. [R] [149540]

Sajid Javid: The Government has no current plans to
impose a windfall tax. Our priority is to provide business
with the confidence to invest and expand, helping to
return the UK economy to sustainable, balanced growth.
This means having a tax system that is competitive,
stable, simple and predictable. The carbon price floor
will provide greater certainty for investors to incentivise
investment now in new low carbon electricity generation.

COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Council Tax Benefits

Sir Nick Harvey: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government which local
authorities applied for additional funds to supplement
their new council tax support schemes by 31 January
2013; and how much has been allocated to each such
local authority. [144024]

Brandon Lewis: Further to the offer outlined in my
written statement of 16 October 2012, Official Report,
columns 13-14WS, 195 billing authorities will receive
transition funding to help them in the first year of
running local council tax support. This represents more
than two-thirds of billing authorities. A table detailing
the funding has been placed in the Library.

The localisation of council tax support will help
tackle the deficit, delivering ongoing savings of £470 million
a year of taxpayers’ money, and it will give all councils
stronger incentives to cut fraud, promote local enterprise
and get people back into work.

The transition scheme is promoting best practice that
I hope all councils will learn from, and will help give
councils time to deliver savings from fraud and error,
which saw £200 million wrongly paid out in 2011-12.

Hilary Benn: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government (1) how many
and which local authorities in England have (a)
applied for council tax benefit transition grants and
(b) been successful; [145232]

(2) how much council tax transition grant has been
awarded to local authorities in England in total to date.

[145233]

Brandon Lewis [holding answer 28 February 2013]: I
refer the right hon. Member to the response I gave to
the hon. Member for North Devon (Sir Nick Harvey)
today, PQ 144024.

Housing

Damian Hinds: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to his
answer of 18 October 2011, Official Report, column
905W, on housing, what recent assessment he has made
of the effect of (a) increasing longevity, (b) net
immigration, (c) average size of household and (d)
other factors on demand for housing. [149738]

Mr Prisk: Since the question was last asked, no new
projections of household growth have been made, and
as such the answer is the same as in October 2011.

Housing Associations: Greater London

Mr Thomas: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what estimate he
has made of the level of arrears of housing
associations based in London; and if he will make a
statement. [145966]

Mr Prisk [holding answer 4 March 2013]: The 2012
Global Accounts of housing providers, published by
the social housing regulator on Wednesday 20 March,
show that current tenant arrears at the end of the
2011-12 financial year were 4.8% in England.

This is an improvement on performance in arrears
compared to 2010-11. The report also notes that the
overall financial performance of the sector improved
compared to the year before.

We are not able to provide information on the level of
arrears of housing associations in London because
many housing associations own stock across local authority
areas.

Housing: Construction

Mr Hollobone: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what his policy is
on the promotion of new build, zero carbon homes.

[147872]

Mr Foster [holding answer 14 March 2013]: Budget
2013 reaffirmed the Government’s commitment to
implementing ’zero carbon homes’ from 2016. The
Department will publish a detailed plan, setting out its
response to the 2012 consultation on the energy efficiency
requirements in building regulations, by May 2013. The
Government will then consult on next steps, including
on the means of delivering allowable solutions, by summer
recess.

John Mann: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government when he next
intends to issue guidance to local authorities on
support for self-builders. [150161]

Mr Prisk: Industry-led guidance ‘Planning for Custom
Build Housing: A Practice Guide’ was launched in
November 2012 by the National Self Build Association.
This offers advice to local authorities, housing associations,
developers and self-build community groups on the
ways they can facilitate self- and custom-build development
and make it easier for people to build their own homes.
The guidance can be downloaded free from their website.

We are currently reviewing what further steps can be
taken to ensure that self-build and genuine small scale
development is not adversely affected by the introduction
of the Community Infrastructure Levy.

Housing: Sustainable Development

Caroline Lucas: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many of the
major housing decisions made in 2012 attained (a)
Code level 4 and (b) Code level 5 or above of the Code
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for Sustainable Homes; how many such houses were
built on greenfield land; what proportion of the
completed units were affordable; and if he will make a
statement. [150185]

Mr Foster: The Government does not hold information
in the form requested, distinguishing the types of sites
on which Code homes are constructed. Statistical
information about the Code for Sustainable Homes and
the energy performance of buildings is however published
quarterly on the Gov.uk website. In 2012 Code level 4
completion certificates were issued for 9,468 homes, of
which 7,640 were publicly funded. Similarly in 2012,
Code level 5 and 6 completion certificates were issued
for 234 homes, of which 211 were publicly funded.

Olympic Games 2012

Gordon Henderson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government whether any
funds from the public purse will be spent refurbishing
and modifying the Olympic Stadium in preparation for
any sale. [149863]

Brandon Lewis: Parliament, in passing the Localism
Act, devolved a number of functions, including
responsibility for the Olympic legacy in London to the
Mayor of London. Therefore, the Mayor is now accountable
to Londoners and the London Assembly for the delivery
of these functions in London and the use of the resources
provided to support them. The Mayor established the
London Legacy Development Corporation to manage
the long-term planning, development, management and
maintenance of the Olympic Park and its facilities after
the London 2012 Games. There are no current plans to
sell the stadium.

On 22 March the Corporation announced that West
Ham United Football Club has been confirmed as the
stadium’s long-term anchor tenant with a 99 year
concession, paying approximately £2 million in rent per
year. West Ham will also make a contribution of £15 million
towards the cost of transforming the stadium into a
multi-use venue with a roof to pitch side and retractable
seating that is suitable for athletics, football and other
events.

The remaining funding for the transformation of the
stadium will come from the London borough of Newham
(£40 million), the Corporation/Mayor of London
(£52.6 million), the Public Sector Funding Package
(£38.7 million) and the Public Works Loan Board
(£18.7 million).

The Government is committed to ensuring that the
Olympic Stadium provides a long-term and viable legacy
for the Olympic Games and therefore agreed to make
an exceptional contribution of £25 million towards the
transformation costs, should it be required once the
tenders are returned.

The total public sector contribution towards the
cost of transforming the stadium is £175 million. The
stadium and its transformation will be managed by
the Legacy Corporation and Newham council using
a dedicated joint venture E20 Stadium LLP. The
partnership, announced in July 2012, will help secure
extensive community benefits including jobs and sport
and education activity, with community access to both
the stadium and the new 400m community track. The
E20 Stadium partnership will now procure a stadium

operator to manage the venue, coordinate community
and sporting use, and to bring in various concerts and
events.

The stadium transformation will ensure that it has
both the capacity and facilities to attract cultural and
sporting events on a one-off basis and through long-term
regular use.

Planning Permission

Tom Blenkinsop: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government whether his
Department has any plans to deregulate the
publication of planning permission applications in
local newspapers. [149335]

Brandon Lewis [holding answer 21 March 2013]:
Ministers have been clear that, in an internet age,
commercial newspapers should expect over time less
state advertising as more information is syndicated online
by local authorities for free. The flipside is the free press
should not face state unfair competition from town hall
newspapers and municipal propaganda dressed up as
local reporting.

However, my Department does not have any current
plans to remove the statutory requirement for certain
planning applications to be advertised in newspapers.
Such notices ensure that the public are informed of
decisions by their local authority which may affect their
quality of life, local amenity or their property. This is
especially the case in relation to planning applications,
where there is a limited period for local residents to
make representations.

The last Administration produced a consultation paper
on this issue, proposing to
remove the statutory requirements to publish notices in
newspapers (Department for Communities and Local
Government, ‘Publicity for planning applications’, July
2009). This was not well-received. Following that
consultation, the Administration concluded:

“The Government has decided not to take forward this amendment.
This means that the statutory requirement to publish certain
applications in newspapers remains. It is clear from the responses
that some members of the public and community groups rely on
the statutory notices in newspapers to learn about planning
applications in their area. The Government is not convinced that
good alternative arrangements can be readily rolled out”.

(Department for Communities and Local Government,
‘Publicity for planning applications: Summary of responses
to consultation’, December 2009, p. 14).

More broadly, in response to his implicit suggestion
that such notices should be abolished in newspapers, I
would direct the hon. Member to a passage from The
Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy:

“People of Earth, your attention, please... This is Prostetnic
Vogon Jeltz of the Galactic Hyperspace Planning Council. As
you will no doubt be aware, the plans for development of the
outlying regions of the Galaxy require the building of a hyperspatial
express route through your star system, and regrettably, your
planet is one of those scheduled for demolition. The process will
take slightly less than two of your Earth minutes. Thank you...

There’s no point in acting surprised about it. All the planning
charts and demolition orders have been on display at your local
planning department in Alpha Centauri for fifty of your Earth
years, so you’ve had plenty of time to lodge any formal complaint
and it’s far too late to start making a fuss about it now...
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What do you mean you’ve never been to Alpha Centauri? Oh,
for heaven’s sake, mankind, it’s only four light years away, you
know. I’m sorry, but if you can’t be bothered to take an interest in
local affairs, that’s your own lookout. Energize the demolition
beams.”

FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH OFFICE

Burma

Kerry McCarthy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what recent
assessment he has made of the number of political
prisoners in Burma; and what steps he is taking to
secure their release. [149978]

Mr Swire: Independent reports indicate that around
200 political prisoners could remain in Burma’s jails.

We remain in regular contact with released political
prisoners and their representatives. We welcome the
creation by the Burmese Government of a committee
on political prisoners and note the range of independent
civil society organisations taking part. This committee
builds on earlier steps by the Burmese Government to
grant the International Committee for the Red Cross
access to prisoners and prisons. We continue to press for
all cases to be reviewed promptly, impartially and
transparently.

Kerry McCarthy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what discussions
he has had with the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture
on the treatment of prisoners in Buttidaung Prison in
northern Rakhine State. [150188]

Mr Swire: We have not had any recent discussions
with the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture. However,
we have regular discussions with the UN Special Rapporteur
on the Human Rights situation in Burma, Tomas Ojea
Quintana. These meetings cover the full range of human
rights issues in Burma, including the issue of political
prisoners. Mr Quintana’s report on 6 March highlighted
concerns about the ongoing practice of torture in places
of detention in Burma, and set out allegations that
Muslim prisoners detained in Buthidaung prison in
Rakhine State after last June and October’s violence
had been tortured and beaten to death.

On 7 March, our ambassador discussed the plight of
Rohingya prisoners in Buthidaung jail with the Burmese
Minister for Border Affairs.

We continue to press for full and prompt implementation
of the mechanism set up by the Burmese Government
for reviewing disputed cases and for the unconditional
release of political prisoners with senior members of
the Burmese Government, as I did during my visit to
Burma in December 2012.

Kerry McCarthy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what assessment
he has made of the treatment of Kachin men accused
of belonging to the Kachin Independence Army by the
government of Burma; and whether he has discussed
this issue at UN or EU level. [150189]

Mr Swire: We are aware of credible reports of the
arbitrary arrest and torture of Kachin men accused of
belonging to the Kachin Independence Army (KIA),
most recently raised by UN Special Rapporteur for
Human Rights in Burma, Tomas Ojea Quintana, in his

report to the UN Human Rights Council. We remain
deeply concerned over recent military action and reported
wider human rights abuses against civilians in Kachin
State.

British officials regularly raise the situation in Kachin
State bilaterally with the Burmese Government, through
the EU, most recently during a visit to Kachin State
from 12-13 March, as well as at the UN, including the
latest Human Rights Council session. We also continue
to press urgently for humanitarian access to KIA-controlled
areas.

Chemical Weapons: Conferences

Sir John Stanley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what outcomes
the Government wants to see achieved at the
forthcoming Chemical Weapons Convention 3rd
Review Conference. [149311]

Alistair Burt: The Chemical Weapons Convention
(CWC) has proved an invaluable tool to progress our
objective to see a world free from chemical weapons. We
welcome the progress made to destroy 78% of the
world’s declared chemical weapons. While completion
of destruction is essential, we want the third CWC
review conference to also focus on ensuring that chemical
weapons cannot return. We want the Director General
of the Organisation for the Prevention of Chemical
Weapons to be given a clear mandate to enable the
organisation to focus more on chemical safety and
security issues. We want to see an even greater effort to
bring into the convention the remaining eight non-states
parties, including Syria; to promote effective national
implementation of the convention by all states parties;
for the convention and its verification regime to take
into full account developments in Science & Technology
and, in doing so, promote awareness of the “dual use”
risks from chemistry among scientists and engineers.

Cyprus

Oliver Colvile: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what rights the
UK has to (a) natural gas, (b) oil and (c) other
natural resources off the coast of Cyprus as a result of
the British Sovereign Base Areas of Akrotiri and
Dhekelia. [150177]

Mr Lidington: The UK claims a territorial sea of
three nautical miles for the Sovereign Base Areas and
reserves the rights to claim up to 12 nautical miles. The
declaration made by the Government in 1960 makes
clear the UK’s intention not to develop the Sovereign
Base Areas for other than military purposes.

International Organisations

Chris Leslie: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs which
subscriptions due to be paid by the UK to international
organisations in 2012-13 will now not be paid until
2013-14; and if he will make a statement. [150216]

Mr Lidington: All UK subscriptions due to be paid
by the Foreign and Commonwealth Office to international
organisations in 2012-13 have been paid. No payments
due to be made in the current financial year have been
deferred to 2013-14.
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Morocco

Mr Mark Williams: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs if he will raise
with the Moroccan authorities their policy of
criminalisation of calls for self-determination in
Western Sahara. [149526]

Alistair Burt: We strongly support UN-led efforts to
encourage agreement on a long-lasting and mutually-
acceptable political solution that provides for the self-
determination of the people of Western Sahara. We
support Morocco’s commitment with regards to adopting
and implementing international human rights standards.
We will continue to raise our concerns with the Moroccan
authorities on human rights issues through our existing
frank and open dialogue.

Mr Mark Williams: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs (1) if he will raise
with the Moroccan authorities the concerns of the UN
Special Rapporteur on Torture regarding the fact that
the allegations of torture and ill-treatment during the
almost two years of pre-trial detention of 25 Saharawi
civilians tried for their alleged role in the violent clashes
that occurred in Western Sahara following the closure
of the Gdeim Izik camp have not been investigated;

[149527]

(2) if he will raise with the Moroccan authorities the
concerns of the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture
that 25 Saharawi civilians are being tried before a
military court for their alleged role in the violent
clashes that occurred in Western Sahara following the
closure of the Gdeim Izik camp in November 2010.

[149528]

Alistair Burt: We welcome the report of Mr Juan
Mendez, the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture, and
Morocco’s openness in allowing him to visit, which
indicates a genuine political will to address a continued
improvement in human rights. We will encourage and
support Morocco in the implementation of the
recommendations and continue to raise our concerns
with the Moroccan authorities on human rights issues
through our existing frank and open dialogue.

Mr Mark Williams: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what reports he
has received on progress made by MINURSO in
organising and supervising the referendum on Western
Sahara self-determination since the UN Security
Council agreed its Resolution 2044. [149529]

Alistair Burt: MINURSO reports each year to the
UN Security Council, most recently in document 2/0212/197
dated April 2012 which states

“The stalled political process has meant that MINURSO has
not been able to implement a referendum or continue organisational
preparations for the transition process.”

HEALTH
Accident and Emergency Departments

Gloria De Piero: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what the average waiting time in accident and
emergency was in (a) Sherwood Forest Hospitals NHS
Foundation Trust, (b) Nottingham University
Hospitals Trust and (c) England in each of the last
four (i) quarters and (ii) years. [149835]

Anna Soubry: The information requested is shown in
the following tables:

Mean and median duration to departure1 (minutes) for accident and emergency (A&E) attendances2 (excluding planned)3 2011-12

Q1—April to June Q2—July to September Q3—October to December Q4—January to March

Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median

England 136.9 125 133.5 120 139.0 125 143.2 129

Sherwood Forest Hospitals
NHS Foundation Trust

130.3 124 130.7 123 140.0 134 146.3 141

Nottingham University
Hospitals NHS Trust

143.3 136 141.0 132 143.2 136 152.6 143

Mean and median duration to departure1 (minutes) for A&E attendances2 (excluding planned)3

2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12

Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median

England 136.2 117 134.7 122 145.7 130 138.2 125

Sherwood Forest Hospitals
NHS Foundation Trust

122.6 115 123.7 115 129.3 123 136.8 130

Nottingham University
Hospitals NHS Trust

128.5 119 130.1 123 137.4 132 145.1 137

1 Duration to Departure (in minutes):
The time (expressed as a whole number of minutes) between the patient’s arrival and the time the A&E attendance has concluded and the department is no longer
responsible for the care of the patient.
2 Activity in English NHS Hospitals and English NHS commissioned activity in the independent sector.
3 A& E Attendances:
A&E Attendances in HES, relates to the number of recorded attendances. A&E attendances do not represent the number of patients, as a person may have more
than one admission within the year. HES A&E figures exclude planned follow up attendances.
Source:
Hospital Episode Statistics (HES), Health and Social Care Information Centre

Bradford Teaching Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust

George Galloway: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what steps his Department is taking to improve

the performance of Bradford Teaching Hospitals NHS
Foundation Trust. [149383]
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Anna Soubry: From 1 April 2013 this will be a matter
for the NHS Commissioning Board. As set out in the
NHS Mandate, the NHS Commissioning Board’s objective
is to uphold the NHS Constitution rights and commitments,
and where possible to improve the levels of performance
in access to care.

Breast Cancer: Brigg

Andrew Percy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many and what proportion of women in
Brigg and Goole constituency with suspected breast
cancer saw a specialist within two weeks in each of the
last five years. [150156]

Anna Soubry: The information is not available in the
format requested. The number of patients urgently
referred by their general practitioner for suspected breast
cancer, and the number and percentage seen within two
weeks, at North Lincolnshire and Goole Hospitals NHS
Foundation Trust and Hull and East Yorkshire Hospitals
NHS Trust since Q4 2008-09 is shown in the following
tables:

North Lincolnshire and Goole Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust

Period
Total number of

patients

Number seen by
a specialist

within two weeks
Percentage seen

within two weeks

2008-09

Q4 318 316 99.4

2009-10

Q1 345 344 99.7

Q2 295 290 98.3

Q3 345 326 94.5

Q4 403 397 98.5

2010-11

Q1 401 396 98.8

Q2 390 384 98.5

Q3 371 369 99.5

Q4 370 366 98.9.

2011-12

Q1 342 339 99.1

Q2 347 346 99.7

Q3 321 317 98.8

Q4 405 402 99.3

2012-13

Q1 367 366 99.7

Q2 334 332 99.4

Q3 442 433 98.0

Source:
Department of Health, Cancer Waiting Times Database

Hull and East Yorkshire Hospitals NHS Trust

Period
Total number of

patients

Number seen by
a specialist

within two weeks
Percentage seen

within two weeks

2008-09

Q4 347 326 93.9

2009-10

Q1 346 329 95.1

Q2 406 383 94.3

Q3 361 347 96.1

Q4 370 362 97.8

2010-11

Q1 417 406 97.4

Q2 376 366 97.3

Q3 354 341 96.3

Q4 402 391 97.3

2011-12

Q1 406 396 97.5

Q2 367 362 98.6

Q3 426 419 98.4

Q4 381 374 98.2

2012-13

Q1 410 396 96.6

Q2 392 380 96.9

Q3 459 443 96.5

Notes:
1. From 1 January 2009 onwards the definitions and methodology used to
calculate these statistics are no longer directly comparable to those used
previously. This change means the NHS no longer adjusts the statistics to
account for patient choice, where individuals elect to delay their care.
2. All statistics are provider based, and may include patients whose care was
commissioned by the Welsh NHS. Statistics in this format were published for
the first time from Q4 2008-09.
Source:
Department of Health, Cancer Waiting Times Database

Cancer: Drugs

Sarah Newton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what estimate he has made of the number of
people in each strategic health authority area who have
received treatment through the Cancer Drugs Fund to
date. [150134]

Norman Lamb: Information on the number of patients
who have had cancer drugs funded by strategic health
authority (SHA) under the interim cancer drugs funding
arrangements in 2010-11 (from October 2010 to the end
of March 2011) and under the Cancer Drugs Fund
(from April 2011 to the end of January 2013) is shown
in the following table:

Strategic health authority
Number of patients funded

in 2010-11
Number of patients funded

in 2011-12

Number of patients funded
from April 2012 to end

January 2013
Total number of patients

funded since October 20101

North East 420 696 419 1,535

North West 266 1,044 1,527 2,837

Yorkshire and the Humber 178 809 1,169 2,156

East Midlands 178 871 797 1,846

West Midlands 292 1,658 1,278 3,228

East of England 246 1,486 1,413 3,145

London 443 1,364 1,529 3,336
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Strategic health authority
Number of patients funded

in 2010-11
Number of patients funded

in 2011-12

Number of patients funded
from April 2012 to end

January 2013
Total number of patients

funded since October 20101

South East Coast 306 1,241 1,172 2,719

South Central 290 1,170 2,109 3,569

South West 161 1,459 1,976 3,596

Total 2,780 11,798 13,389 27,967

Note:
Some individual patients may be double-counted where a patient has received more than one drug treatment through the Cancer Drugs Fund.
Source:
Information provided to the Department by SHAs

Cardiovascular System: Diseases

Andrew Gwynne: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health (1) what assessment he has made of the
potential effect of the reduction of 2013-14 Healthcare
Resource Group tariffs for percutaneous coronary
interventions against the NHS Outcomes Framework
indicator to reduce the incidence of under-75 mortality
from cardiovascular disease; [149576]

(2) what assessment has been made of the potential
effect of the reduction of 2013-14 Healthcare Resource
Group tariffs for percutaneous coronary interventions
(PCI) on (a) PCI and (b) primary PCI service
provision. [149578]

Dr Poulter: The 2013-14 tariffs for percutaneous coronary
interventions are in line with the costs reported by the
national health service and so there should be no impact
on the access for patients to these treatments and therefore
on mortality rates. Prior to publication of the tariffs,
the financial impact of the 2013-14 prices was assessed
and the prices shared with a wide range of stakeholder
groups including hospital trusts, commissioners and
with industry. In addition, there is a flexibility available
to enable commissioners to provide additional support
to 24 hour primary percutaneous coronary intervention
services (primary angioplasty).

Andrew Gwynne: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what process the NHS Commissioning Board
will use to select (a) the 12 centres allowed to perform
renal denervation procedures under Clinical
Commissioning Policy A9b2 and (b) the high volume
arterial centres allowed to perform highly specialised
interventions under Service Specification A4. [149579]

Anna Soubry: This is a matter for the NHS
Commissioning Board (NHS CB) as an independent
body. We understand from the NHS CB that it will
determine potential providers through a process of assessing
providers against the requirements of the service
specifications.

The service specifications are currently being developed.

Andrew Gwynne: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what representations he has received on
commissioning policy A10b on left atrial appendage
occlusion produced by the NHS Commissioning
Board. [149580]

Anna Soubry: The Department has received four
representations expressing concerns about the draft
commissioning policy A10b on left atrial appendage
occlusion. The NHS Commissioning Board has confirmed

that it has taken these concerns into consideration as
part of the consultation process undertaken on the
draft policies and service specifications.

Diabetes

Mr George Howarth: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health (1) how many people with type 1 diabetes
have been diagnosed as having related eating disorders
in each primary care trust area in each year since 2008;

[149847]

(2) how many people with type 1 diabetes and related
eating disorders have been the subject of hospital
admissions (a) by hospital and (b) per person for each
year since 2008. [149848]

Anna Soubry: The Health and Social Care Information
Centre (HSCIC) does not hold information relating to
the number of people with type 1 diabetes who have
been diagnosed with an eating disorder. The reason for
this is that Hospital Episode Statistics do not capture
this information as it relates to primary care.

The HSCIC are unable to provide the data to the
requested level of detail due to the rules concerning the
suppression of small numbers (many hospitals would
have fewer than five admissions each year for this
combination of conditions). HSCIC have therefore provided
figures at a national level.

The data provided are for hospital admission episodes
with a diagnosis (primary or secondary) of diabetes and
with a diagnosis (primary or secondary) of an eating
disorder and is provided for the period 2005-06 to
2011-12.

It should be noted that these data should not be
described as a count of people as the same person may
have been admitted on more than one occasion.

Count of finished admission episodes (FAEs) with a primary or secondary
diagnosis of diabetes, and a primary or secondary diagnosis of an eating

disorder, 2005-06 to 2011-12: Activity in English NHS Hospitals and English
NHS commissioned activity in the independent sector

FAEs

2005-06 155

2006-07 180

2007-08 195

2008-09 226

2009-10 285

2010-11 299

2011-12 354

Epilepsy

Valerie Vaz: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
(1) if his Department will make it a priority to
incorporate the epilepsy quality standards into the
Clinical Commissioning Group Outcomes Indicator
Set; [150153]
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(2) how and when the new Quality Standards for
Epilepsy will be incorporated into the Clinical
Commissioning Group Outcome Indicator Set. [150215]

Norman Lamb: It is for the NHS Commissioning
Board (NHS CB) to make decisions on the Clinical
Commissioning Group Outcomes Indicator Set.

We understand that the National Institute for Health
and Clinical Excellence (NICE) published two epilepsy
quality standards on 28 February this year and plan to
consider potential epilepsy indicators for the Clinical
Commissioning Group Outcomes Indicator Set in April.

Following further consideration by NICE, and their
independent advisory committee on whether there is a
need for further work to develop these indicators, it will
make recommendations to the NHS CB who will make
final decisions about inclusion in the Clinical
Commissioning Group Indicator Set for future years.

Health Services: Young People

Mr Blunt: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what system is in place to monitor the (a) results and
(b) effectiveness of (i) units set up to care for young
people diagnosed with eating disorders and chronic
fatigue syndrome/myalgic encephalomyelitis and (ii)
other psychiatric and psychological services sponsored
by his Department. [149574]

Dr Poulter: Since 2010, the Department has published
three outcomes frameworks, for public health, adult
social care and the NHS, and these are intended to
provide a focus for action and improvement across the
system.

The independent Children and Young People’s Health
Outcomes Forum, which reported in July 2012, looked
at the Outcomes Frameworks from a children and young
people’s perspective and made recommendations, including
on children and young people’s mental health. Improving

Children and Young People’s Health Outcomes: a system
wide response, published in February 2013, stated that

“DH is investigating the feasibility and appropriateness (according
to agreed criteria) of implementing all of the Forum’s wide-ranging
recommendations on the development of measures for the NHS,
Public Health, Adult Social Care and Commissioning Outcomes
Frameworks”.

In addition, we have been working to develop the
CAMHS (Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services)
Minimum Data Set as a key driver to achieving better
outcomes of care for children by providing comparative,
linked data; that can be used to plan and commission
services. The Data Set is currently in its implementation
phase and the data has been specified for collection
from all NHS organisations from April 2013.

The Children and Young People’s Improving Access
to Psychological Therapies (CYP IAPT) project which
we introduced in 2011 is about transforming mental
health services for children and young people with
mental health conditions. The project focuses on extending
training to staff and service managers in CAMHS and
embedding evidence based practice across services, making
sure that the whole service, not just the trainee therapists,
use session-by-session outcome monitoring which supports
collaborative practice with clients and focuses on improving
their outcomes. In the longer term the intention is to
include CYP IAPT data in the CAMHS Minimum
Data Set.

Hospitals: Waiting Lists

Gloria De Piero: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what the average waiting time was for an
operation in (a) Sherwood Forest Hospitals NHS
Foundation Trust, (b) Nottingham University
Hospitals Trust and (c) England in each of the last
four (i) quarters and (ii) years. [149836]

Anna Soubry: The information available is shown in
the following tables:

Average (median) time waited (in weeks) for patients whose treatment required an admission to hospital during the month (admitted adjusted referral to treatment
pathways)

2009

February March April May June July August September October November December

(a) Sherwood
Forest
Hospitals NHS
Foundation
Trust

11.0 9.4 9.5 11.0 10.7 11.1 9.7 12.2 10.9 10.0 10.2

(b)
Nottingham
University
Hospitals NHS
Trust

6.4 6.6 6.0 7.7 7.7 7.1 7.4 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.2

(c) England 8.7 7.7 7.7 8.1 8.0 7.8 7.9 8.3 8.1 7.9 7.7

2010

January February March April May June July August September October November December

(a)
Sherwood
Forest
Hospitals
NHS
Foundation
Trust

11.1 11.4 10.0 9.9 10.1 9.2 10.7 8.9 9.6 10.3 9.1 9.2

1085W 1086W26 MARCH 2013Written Answers Written Answers



2010

January February March April May June July August September October November December

(b)
Nottingham
University
Hospitals
NHS Trust

8.3 8.6 8.5 8.9 8.6 8.3 8.4 9.1 8.7 8.7 8.5 8.6

(c) England 8.7 9.1 8.0 8.0 8.4 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.7 8.7 8.3 7.9

2011

January February March April May June July August September October November December

(a)
Sherwood
Forest
Hospitals
NHS
Foundation
Trust

11.1 10.4 10.8 9.4 10.4 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.8 10.2 10.8 9.5

(b)
Nottingham
University
Hospitals
NHS Trust

9.4 9.8 8.0 7.6 8.2 8.7 8.0 8.2 8.1 8.6 8.3 7.5

(c) England 9.1 9.0 7.9 7.7 8.4 8.7 8.2 8.1 8.8 8.4 8.1 7.8

2012

January February March April May June July August September October November December

(a)
Sherwood
Forest
Hospitals
NHS
Foundation
Trust

10.7 10.6 10.1 9.5 9.9 9.8 10.5 10.7 12.7 12.2 11.0 9.9

(b)
Nottingham
University
Hospitals
NHS Trust

8.7 8.5 8.7 8.7 9.5 10.6 9.5 8.8 9.9 9.3 9.1 . 9.2

(c) England 8.8 8.7 8.1 8.1 8.4 8.4 8.5 8.3 8.8 8.6 8.3 8.0

January 2013

(a) Sherwood Forest Hospitals NHS
Foundation Trust

10.7

(b) Nottingham University
Hospitals NHS Trust

10.7

(c) England 9.2

Note:
Data is not collected quarterly, data is collected monthly. Admitted pathways
are those completed (patients who started treatment) during the month.
Source:
Department for Health Referral to Treatment Waiting times return

Human Papillomavirus

Mr Blunt: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what assessment he has made of a possible link
between the rise in cases of Chlamydia but not in other
sexually transmitted infections in the 15 to 19 male and
female age group and the introduction of the HPV
vaccine. [149463]

Anna Soubry: The Health Protection Agency is unaware
of any link between the human papillomavirus vaccination
and Chlamydia diagnosis rates.

Mr Blunt: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what reports he has received on the data submitted
by the manufacturer to the US Food and Drug
Administration on the increased risk of pre-cancerous

lesions after vaccination with Gardasil; and what steps
are in place to monitor cervical cancer rates in the
human papillomavirus vaccinated population. [149464]

Anna Soubry: The data were fully considered by
European regulators prior to licensing and there were
no concerns that administration of Gardasil may increase
the risk of pre-cancerous lesions.

Cancer rates are monitored through cancer registries.
Given the difference in the age at which most cervical
cancers occur and the age of routine human papillomavirus
(HPV) immunisation, a reduction in cervical cancer
incidence is not expected to be seen for at least a decade
or more and is likely to be seen first in the results from
the cervical screening programme before cancer registries.
For this reason the Health Protection Agency has been
commissioned to monitor the early impact of HPV
immunisation on type- specific (vaccine and non-vaccine)
HPV infection rates and initial results from this programme
are anticipated to be published within the next year.

Infant Mortality: Bradford

George Galloway: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health (1) what steps he is taking to reduce the rate of
infant mortality in Bradford; [149381]

(2) what assessment he has made of the rate of infant
mortality in Bradford; [149382]
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(3) what assessment he has made of the possible link
between child mortality and poverty levels in Bradford.

[149460]

Dr Poulter: The infant mortality rate for Bradford,
deaths under one year, is higher than in England, with
7.5 infant deaths per 1,000 live births in 2009-11, compared
to a rate of 4.4 deaths per 1,000 live births in England
for the same period. The higher rate in Bradford to
some extent reflects the higher level of deprivation,
Bradford is ranked 26 out of 326 local authorities on
the English Indices of Deprivation, rank 1 being the
most deprived.

We have given a high priority to early year’s issues,
including reducing the inequalities in infant mortality.
The evidence-based Healthy Child Programme is the
key programme for pregnant women, mothers and children.
It seeks to prevent problems during pregnancy, at birth
and in the early years, and help reduce health inequalities.
We are increasing by 50% the number of health visitors
and doubling the number of places on the Family
Nurse Partnership programme to 13,000 by 2015. This
programme offers support to at-risk, first-time young
parents from early pregnancy until the child is two years
old.

Infant mortality is an indicator in both the NHS and
Public Health outcomes framework. The transfer of
public health responsibilities to local government will
improve the responsiveness of public health to local
challenges and needs. Public Health England will provide
national leadership and nationwide expertise on public
health issues, including work on tackling health inequalities
in the early years. Infant mortality and child mortality
link to poverty, as noted by Professor Sir Michael
Marrnot in his strategic review of health inequalities,
“Fair Society, Healthy Lives” (2010). Child mortality
covers deaths from ages’ one to 17 years. In Bradford,
the child mortality rate was 23.6 deaths per 100,000 of
people in the same age group for 2009-11. This compares
with a rate of 13.7 per 100,000 for England for the same
period.

We recognise the importance of tackling poor health
outcomes among children and young people. We established
a Children and Young Peoples Health Outcomes Forum
to consider these issues, and recently launched a pledge
to improve health of children and young people, improve
services from pregnancy to adolescence and beyond
and reduce avoidable deaths, as part of our response to
the recommendations of the Forum. The Royal Colleges,
health organisations and other relevant bodies have
signed up to this pledge.

Mental Health Services: Young People

Paul Burstow: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health (1) how much each local authority in England
has spent on (a) Tier 1, (b) Tier 2, (c) Tier 3 and (d)
Tier 4 within children and adolescent mental health
services in each of the last three years; [150162]

(2) how much each local authority in England has
spent on children and adolescent mental health services
in each of the last three years for which figures are
available. [150163]

Norman Lamb: Provision for Child and Adolescent
Mental Health Services (CAMHS) is included in both

the overall financial allocations made to the national
health service and in financial allocations made to local
authorities through the Local Government Revenue
Support Grant.

All current social care grants, including the old CAMHS
grant, were rolled into the Local Government Revenue
Support Grant (LGRSG) for the Spending review period
2011-15. The LGRSG is the main route by which local
authorities receive the majority of their funding for
local public service delivery, and is issued via the Department
for Communities and Local Government.

CAMHS funding is included in funding provided for
on-going personal social services. The funding for all
Department of Health revenue grants has been maintained
and will rise in line with inflation over the spending
review period (£767.02 million in 2011-12, £784.43 million
in 2012-13, £804.98 million in 2013-13 and £826.31 million
in 2014-15 for ongoing personal social services). Individual
elements of funding are not ring fenced. It is for
commissioners to decide how to use the resources available
to them to best meet the needs of their local populations.

The Department for Education has also made funding
available through the Early Intervention Grant to local
authorities and schools for a wide range of services for
children, young people and families including targeted
mental health support in schools. This grant is due to
finish at the end of the financial year. From April 2013,
this funding is being moved and the majority will be
paid as part of the Dedicated Schools Grant as part of
changes to give schools greater flexibility to respond to
the individual needs of their pupils.

Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation Trust

Andrew Bridgen: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many representations, letters, emails and
other items of correspondence his Department received
expressing doubts, concerns or opposition towards
Mid Staffordshire Trust’s bid for foundation trust
status up to 30 June 2007. [149584]

Anna Soubry: Records are only available from August
2005. A search of the Department’s ministerial
correspondence database has identified one item of
correspondence logged before 1 January 2008 in relation
to Mid Staffordshire NHS Trust’s application to become
a foundation trust.

Andrew Bridgen: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many individual complaints his
Department received from members of the public on
care and treatment by Mid Staffordshire NHS
Foundation Trust and its predecessor in each month
between 1 April 2005 and 30 June 2007. [149585]

Dr Poulter: Records are only available from August
2005. A search of the Department’s ministerial
correspondence database has identified 31 individual
complaints about Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation
received between 1 August 2005 and 30 June 2007. The
following table shows the number of complaints split by
month received. These figures represent correspondence
received by the Department’s Ministerial correspondence
unit only.
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January February March April May June July August September October November December

2005 — — — — — — — 1 1 1 2 0

2006 1 3 3 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 3 0

2007 2 1 3 2 0 3 — — — — —

Jeremy Lefroy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health if he will publish all reports written by
McKinsey for Monitor on the Mid Staffordshire NHS
Foundation Trust between 1 January 2009 and
19 March 2013. [149587]

Dr Poulter: We are informed by Monitor that no
reports were produced by McKinsey for Monitor on the
Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation Trust between
1 January 2009 and 19 March 2013, with the exception
of those written by the Contingency Planning Team
which have already been published.

NHS Commissioning Board

Andrew Gwynne: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health pursuant to the answer of 25 January 2013,
Official Report, column 489W, on the NHS
Commissioning Board, how he intends to hold the
NHS Commissioning Board to account for fulfilling its
statutory duties to (a) promote innovation, (b) give
regard to guidance issued by the National Institute for
Health and Clinical Excellence (NICE) and (c) uphold
patient rights to technologies positively appraised by
NICE; and if he will make it his policy to issue an
annual report on his assessment of the Board’s
progress. [149577]

Dr Poulter: The Health and Social Care Act 2012
makes it clear that:

The NHS Commissioning Board must publish a business plan
each year, setting out how it intends to carry out its functions, as
well as to deliver the objectives and requirements set out in the
mandate to the Board;

The Board must publish a report at the end of each year saying
how it has performed;

The Secretary of State must then publish an assessment of the
Board’s performance; and

The Board must have regard to National Institute for Health
and Clinical Excellence (NICE) Quality Standards.

With regard to the first point, the mandate includes
an objective on freeing the national health service to
innovate, in order to get the best outcomes for patients.

Regulations also provide that the relevant health
body, whether the Board or clinical commissioning
groups must fund drugs and treatments that have been
positively appraised by NICE. This right is enshrined in
the NHS constitution.

Besides these legal requirements, there will be an
ongoing sponsorship relationship between the Department
and the Board, which will be outlined in a framework
agreement. In particular, the Secretary of State will
hold regular formal accountability meetings with the
Chair of the Board and the minutes of these meetings
will be published. The purpose of these meetings is to
hold the Board to account. This includes ensuring the
Board meets its duties to promote innovation, give
regard to guidance issued by NICE, and uphold patient
rights to technology positively appraised by NICE.

NHS: Disclosure of Information

Stephen Barclay: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health pursuant to the answer by Sir David Nicholson
to Question 187 given in evidence to the Committee of
Public Accounts on 18 March 2013, when his
Department expects to (a) have identified former staff
of the NHS who have been subject to a gagging clause
and (b) written to such people to explain that the
gagging clause will not be enforced. [150131]

Dr Poulter: The coalition Government have been
consistently clear that nothing within a contract of
employment or compromise agreement should prevent
an individual from speaking out about issues such as
patient care and safety, or anything else that could be in
the wider public interest in accordance with the Public
Interest Disclosure Act 1998 (PIDA).

Former national health service employees who feel
they may be subject to a confidentiality “gagging”
clause are protected under the PIDA regulations.
Appropriately drafted confidentiality clauses, can be a
legitimate mechanism for protecting the interests of
both employer and employee as long as nothing in the
agreement seeks to prevent, or has the effect of preventing,
individuals from speaking out in the public interest in
accordance with PIDA.

However, any clause that is in contravention of the
PIDA regulations are void and cannot prevent someone
from speaking out about issues such as patient care and
safety, or anything else that could be in the wider public
interest in accordance with PIDA.

Former employees are encouraged to initially seek
professional support and advice on their particular case
from the Whistleblowing helpline. In parallel, the
Department is considering how it may further communicate
with employers on the issue of former employees who
may have been party to a compromise agreement that
may have included a confidentiality clause.

Charlotte Leslie: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health (1) who will adjudicate in cases where there is a
dispute as to whether or not it is appropriate to remove
a confidentiality clause from an NHS employee’s
severance agreement; [150227]

(2) what steps he will take to provide retrospective
protection for former NHS employees who break
confidentiality clauses in their severance payments;

[150228]

(3) whether his proposed banning of confidentiality
clauses from severance agreements in the NHS will
apply to private sector providers of NHS services;

[150229]

(4) if his proposed banning of confidentiality clauses
from severance agreements in the NHS will apply in
cases in which whistleblowing was not the central
reason for the severance agreement; [150231]
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(5) whether the banning of confidentiality clauses
from severance agreements in the NHS will apply in
cases in which the £20,000 threshold for referral to his
Department is not met. [150235]

Dr Poulter: The coalition Government has been
consistently clear that nothing within a contract of
employment or compromise agreement should prevent
an individual from speaking out about issues such as
patient care and safety, or anything else that could be in
the wider public interest in accordance with the Public
Interest Disclosure Act 1998.

The Department has not banned confidentiality clauses
per se. Compromise agreements, which include appropriately
drafted confidentiality clauses, can be a legitimate
mechanism for protecting the interests of both employer
and employee as long as nothing in the agreement seeks
to prevent, or has the effect of preventing, individuals
from speaking out in the public interest.

Although the use and specific content of a compromise
agreement is a matter for the relevant employer and is
confidential to the parties concerned, some NHS employers
have used such agreements that have not been as clear
on the issue of speaking out in the public interest as
they should be. This has resulted in some staff who have
felt ’gagged’ and therefore worried that they would not
be allowed to speak out about their concerns after they
have signed the agreement and left their employment.

HM Treasury do not sign off ’compromise agreements’
neither does the Department of Health. The Department
and Treasury do not see the content of compromise
agreements or the confidentiality clauses they may contain.
The Department and the Treasury review the business
cases that are put forward by employers in support of
making a special severance payment. The Department
will not support settlements, regardless of the amount
concerned, where making such a payment is not in the
public interest. This includes any case which may involve
a potential whistleblowing issue.

In future, the Government will require that where
confidentiality clauses are used in compromise agreements
that they include an explicit clause that makes it clear
beyond doubt to the individual concerned that nothing
in the agreement will prevent them from speaking out
on issues in the public interest as covered by the Public
Interest Disclosure Act 1998 (PIDA).

Former NHS employees who feel they may be subject
to a confidentiality ″gagging″ clause are protected under
PIDA. Any clause that is in contravention of the PIDA
regulations are void. Former employees are encouraged
to initially seek professional support and advice on
their particular case from the whistleblowing helpline.
In parallel, the Department is considering how it may
further communicate with employers on the issue of
former employees.

NHS: Interpreters

Andrew Percy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health on how many occasions interpreters have been
required for the purposes of treating (a) NHS patients,
(b) emergency admissions, (c) maternity cases, (d)
in-patient admissions and (e) out-patients in (i) Brigg
and Goole constituency and (ii) Yorkshire and the
Humber in each of the last five years. [150160]

Norman Lamb: This information is not collected
centrally. The provision of interpretation and translation
services by national health service bodies is a matter for
local determination.

NHS: Managers

Priti Patel: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
(1) what measures are in place to remove from post
NHS managers (a) that fail to meet performance
targets, (b) have overseen healthcare services which put
patients’ lives at risk and (c) have overseen financial
mismanagement of a NHS organisation. [149567]

(2) what measures are in place to prevent NHS
managers (a) that fail to meet performance targets, (b)
have overseen healthcare services which put patients’
lives at risk and (c) have overseen financial
mismanagement of a NHS organisation from gaining
further employment in the NHS; and if he will consider
introducing a baring scheme to prohibit such
individuals from working in NHS management;

[149568]

(3) what steps he is taking to introduce new measures
to (a) remove failing NHS managers, (b) monitor the
performance of NHS managers, (c) monitor the
financial management of NHS managers and (d) issue
sanctions against failing NHS managers. [149569]

Dr Poulter: All those working for the national health
service have personal responsibility for the quality of
care they provide, with good leadership critical to ensuring
that patients receive excellent care. The vast majority of
NHS leaders and managers work tirelessly to get the
best possible care for the people they serve.

However, the NHS does have systems in place to deal
with the small number of managers who fail to meet the
appropriate safety, quality, performance or financial
standards.

Employers are required to incorporate the Code of
Conduct for NHS Managers in the employment contracts
of chief executives and other directors. NHS managers
are personally responsible for meeting the requirements
of their employment contracts. Local governance systems
are in place to hold NHS managers to account for the
terms of their job role. If there are failures to meet the
standards set, it is for the employer to decide what
actions to take, including the possibility of additional
training and support, or termination of contract.

In support of this, Monitor, the NHS Trust Development
Authority and Care Quality Commission work together
to provide independent regulatory oversight of the safety,
quality, performance and financial management of NHS
providers in England.

Monitor has and will continue to have intervention
powers in relation to NHS foundation trusts and can
remove directors from the board in cases of significant
financial or service underperformance.

The Report of the Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation
Trust Public Inquiry provides graphic illustrations of
lessons that can be learned from failure of individuals,
the employing trust and system regulators to put patients
first. It recommends a number of actions relating to
NHS managers, including a mechanism for barring
failing managers. These are being considered as part of
the Government’s response, which will be published shortly.
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NHS: Payments

Stephen Barclay: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many judicial mediation payments were
made in each of the last five years by (a) foundation
hospital trusts, (b) non-foundation hospital trusts and
(c) all other NHS bodies and organisations. [149984]

Dr Poulter: Prior to 11 March 2013. any special
severance payments agreed under the judicial mediation
process did not require HM Treasury approval, in
accordance with existing Treasury rules at that time.
Advice received from the Treasury on 11 March 2013
makes clear that Treasury approval is now required in
advance of a case going to mediation. Where Treasury
approval is given, it sets the upper limit of any subsequently
negotiated settlement through mediation.

In addition, prior to 11 March 2013 the Department
did not hold information on whether any agreements
were made at a judicial mediation or if any payments
were subsequently actually made.

Opiates

Ms Abbott: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
pursuant to the Government’s response to
recommendation 19 of the Ninth Report of the Home
Affairs Committee, Drugs: Breaking the Cycle, HC
184, what assessment he has made of the level of
awareness amongst patients and users of the treatment
options for opioid substitution therapy. [149615]

Anna Soubry: As highlighted in the Government’s
response to the Ninth Report of the Home Affairs
Committee, session 2012-13, HC 184, we agree with the
Home Affairs Committee that it is for the individual
prescriber in discussion with their client to decide which
treatment is clinically most appropriate. The response
references key documents which provide advice to guide
those discussions, including about the provision of
information to patients.

Pay

Priti Patel: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
(1) how much was paid to officials in (a) his
Department and (b) its non-departmental public
bodies in bonuses and other payments in addition to
salary in each of the last five years; how many officials
received such payments; and what the monetary value
was of the 20 largest payments made in each year;

[148027]

(2) what allowances and subsidies in addition to
salary were available to officials in (a) his Department
and (b) its non-departmental public bodies in each of
the last five years; and what the monetary value was of
such payments and allowances in each such year.

[148046]

Dr Poulter: For the Department, information requested
about non-consolidated performance related payments
(NCPRPs) (formerly known as bonuses), special bonuses
and distinction awards for medical doctors, paid to civil
servants on the Department’s payroll is given in the
following tables.

Total annual cost (£) Total number of
awards1

2008-09 2,923,816 1,530

2009-10 2,665,217 1,372

2010-11 2,013,966 1,174

2011-12 1,481,133 1,485

£

How much was paid to officials in non-
departmental public bodies in bonuses and other

payments in addition to salary

Name of organisation
and type of payment

2012-13 to end of
February 2013 2011-12

Monitor 7,350 14,500
1 NHS CB: The Commissioning Board became an Executive non-departmental
public body on 1 October 2012 and will not be effectively operational until
1 April 2013. The NHS CB is undertaking a significant programme of staff
transition and recruitment, and during this financial year most staff have been
working on a secondment and interim basis. Therefore it is not possible to give
meaningful figures for 2012-13.

The information on allowances and subsidies available
to officials in the Department’s non-departmental public
bodies (NDPBs) is set out in the following table.

Total annual cost (£) Total number of awards1

2012-13 to
February

1,206,364 921

1 A civil servant may be entitled to receive more than one type of bonus within
a given year.
Source:
Department of Payroll Systems

Highest 20 awards in the Department for each year

£

2008-09 155,098
155,098

249,004

131,486

131,486

26,775

26,163

23,889

21,464

19,500

19,087

19,012

18,639

18,162

18,000

17,431

17,408

17,094

16,628

15,030

2009-10 175,796
141,943

130,494

227,500

115,980

15,000

15,000
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Highest 20 awards in the Department for each year

£

15,000

15,000

13,271

12,500

12,500

12,500

12,500

12,500

12,500

12,500

12,500

12,500

12,500

2010-11 175,796
227,500

112,784

10,000

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

2011-12 175,796
236,000

17,500

17,000

112,784

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

Highest 20 awards in the Department for each year

£

8,500

8,500

8,500

2012-13 to February 17,500

17,000

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

8,500

1 Distinction awards for medical doctors
2 Contractual obligation—bonus agreed with one individual, disclosed in previous
parliamentary questions and other published information.
Source:
DH Payroll Systems

Since 2008, the Department has reduced the cost of
overall expenditure on its annual allowances and subsidies.
Some of these payments relate to allowances paid on a
’reserved rights’ basis. Current available allowances include
such payments as:

Private Office allowance (in lieu of overtime);

Excess fares—for civil servants who are relocated at the
Department’s instigation; and

Detached duty payments—covering costs of living away from
home while temporarily posted to a new location.

Information about the annual costs of allowances
and subsidies for the Department’s civil servants has
been taken from the Department’s Payroll System and
is set out in the following table.

Total cost of allowances and subsidies
(£)

2008-09 1,121,050

2009-10 1,184,028

2010-11 1,100,289

2011-12 832,985

2012-131 779,084
1 Data for 2012-13 accounts for payments up to the end February 2013. All
other years are the full financial years.

The information on the total cost of bonuses and
other payments to officials in the Department’s non-
departmental public bodies, for the years 2011-12 and
2012 to end of February 2013 is set out. in the following
table. Information for the previous three years and
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information about how many officials received such
payments and the monetary value of the 20 largest

payments made in each year cannot be obtained without
incurring disproportionate cost.

£

How much was paid to officials in non-departmental public bodies in
bonuses and other payments in addition to salary

Name organisation Type of payment 2012-13 to end of February 2013 2011-12

Care Quality Commission Overtime 758,408 887,781

Bonuses 0 £301,406

NHS Commissioning Board (NHS CB) 1— Not in existence

Health Protection Agency Clinical Excellence Awards 2,856,624 3,336,169

Overtime 972,725 985,986

Human Fertilisation and Embryology
Authority (HFEA)

Bonus payments 2,000 5,500

Overtime 22,709 14,227

Records Management Project 0 35,112

Human Tissue Authority 0 0

What allowances and subsidies in addition to salary were available
to officials in each of the last five years

What was the monetary value of such payments and allowances in each such
year (£)

Name of
organisation

2012-13 to
February 2011-12 2010-11 2009-10 2008-09

2012-13 to
February 2011-12 2010-11 2009-10 2008-09

Care Quality
Commission

Home workers allowance, Essential Car User allowance, Zonal
Allowance (now consolidated into pay), Pension Compensation

allowance, Transport allowance

1,107,680 1,977,498 2,112,989 Not in
existence

Not in
existence

NHS
Commissioning
Board (NHS
CB)

1— Not in existence 1— Not in existence

Health
Protection
Agency

Geographic Allowance, on call allowance 7,379,314 7,535,586 8,127,506 7,449,396 Not available
in MINT

Payroll
reports

Human
Fertilisation
and
Embryology
Authority
(HFEA)2

Only one allowance has been available in each of the last five
years—an out of hours on call media handling allowance

3,750 3,750 3,750 3,750 3,750

Human Tissue
Authority

Gym
Subsidy

Gym Subsidy, London Weighting Gym
Subsidy,
Staff
Allowance

1,018 2,386 3,913 5,017 7,609

Monitor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 NHS CB: The Commissioning Board became an Executive non-departmental public body on 1 October 2012 and will not be effectively operational until 1 April
2013. The NHS CB is undertaking a significant programme of staff transition and recruitment, and during this financial year most staff have been working on a
secondment or interim basis. Therefore, it is not possible to give accurate figures for 2012-13.
2 HFEA: The monetary value for this allowance, which applies in each such year, is as follows £312.50 per month/£3,750 per annum (one person).

Public Expenditure

Chris Leslie: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
pursuant to the Budget 2013 Red Book, Table 2.5,
which capital projects are no longer proceeding as a
consequence of the underspend by his Department in
2012-13. [150176]

Dr Poulter: Table 2.5 of the Budget 2013 Red Book
shows the difference between Budget 2012 plans and

latest forecast of expenditure for 2012-13. For the
Department of Health, the table shows an estimated
Capital Departmental Expenditure Limits underspend
of £0.8 billion against the Budget 2012 plans.

This underspend has arisen mainly because of savings
in central capital schemes (including Connecting for
Health) and slippage on capital spending plans in the
national health service. No. capital projects have been
stopped or delayed specifically to achieve this underspend.
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The Department will set out its spending for the year
in detail in its annual accounts in the usual way.

Social Services

Mr Ward: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
(1) whether his Department has made an estimate of
costs associated with local authorities having
introduced restrictions on the eligibility criteria for
social care; [150135]

(2) what support his Department has offered to help
local authorities maintain current thresholds for Fair
Access to Care criteria; [150164]

(3) with reference to his Department’s White Paper,
Caring for Our Future, what steps he is taking to
introduce a new assessment and eligibility framework
for social care. [150167]

Norman Lamb: Under the current legal framework,
local authorities are free to set their eligibility threshold
for adult social care services. Local authorities base
their own threshold in response to local needs and
circumstances. We have not made any estimate of the
costs associated with local authorities having introduced
restrictions on the eligibility criteria for social care.

The Government has committed to introducing a
national minimum eligibility threshold for adult social
care. Provisions to this effect were included in the draft
Care and Support Bill, and subject to the passage of
legislation, this will be introduced from April 2015. The
Government will determine the level of the threshold as
part of the Spending Review, which we will announce
later in the year. Local authorities will be free to set
their eligibility threshold at a more generous level but
will not be able to tighten them beyond the national
minimum threshold.

The Government also gave a commitment in the
White Paper “Caring for our future”, that we will
develop and test options for a potential new assessment
and eligibility framework. A Steering Group involving
all relevant stakeholders will be established in the summer.
The Steering Group will develop new models and these
will be evaluated over a number of years. The Steering
Group will then put proposals to Government and we
will consider the feasibility of implementing these.

We know that the last Spending Review provided
local government with a challenging settlement. This is
why we took the decision to prioritise adult social care,
and provide extra funding for local authorities to help
in maintaining access to services. Since then, we have
provided local authorities with additional resources for
social care. However, it is ultimately for local authorities
to choose how best to use their available funding.

But we cannot improve care and support by putting
ever more money into the system. We have already seen
examples of local authorities redesigning services to
find more efficient ways of working. Many local authorities
are innovating and achieving much greater integration
between health and care services, thereby improving
care for people and optimising use of resources available.

EDUCATION
Academies: Finance

John Healey: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what the duties of the Education Funding
Agency are in relation to monitoring academies’
funding agreements. [146028]

Mr Laws: The duties of the Education Funding
Agency (EFA) in relation to academies’ funding agreements
are to provide assurance over the proper use of public
funds provided by the EFA through financial assurance
undertaken by the EFA itself, or by others. The EFA is
also responsible for compliance with the funding agreement
by academies and it investigates alleged breaches of the
funding agreement, except where they relate to educational
matters or where another statutory body is responsible.

John Healey: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what the duties of Ofsted are in relation to
monitoring academies’ funding agreements. [146030]

Mr Laws: Ofsted does not have a role in monitoring
academies’ funding agreements; this role is carried out
by the Education Funding Agency. Ofsted’s remit is to
inspect and regulate services which care for children
and young people and those providing education and
skills for learners of all ages, including academies.

John Healey: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education which academies, from which academy
groups or chains, have had their funding agreements
revoked since May 2010; and what the (a) date of and
(b) reasons for each such revocation were. [146031]

Mr Laws: No academies have had their funding
agreements revoked since May 2010.

Departmental Responsibilities

Tim Loughton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education which activities in the Children and Young
People’s Family Division of his Department have been
scaled back, ended or deprioritised since September
2012; and how many such activities are planned to be
scaled back, ended or deprioritised. [143053]

Mr Timpson [holding answer 12 February 2013]: The
Children, Young People and Families Directorate was
replaced by the Children’s Services and Departmental
Strategy Directorate on the 3 December 2012 as part of
internal restructuring at the Department for Education.

Resource is now regularly reprioritised according to
where the Department is at on the cycle of work and to
ensure the Department is run as efficiently as possible.
Going forward, the Department’s business planning
process will determine which activities are scaled back,
ended or deprioritised. This is due to complete in the
next few months and will be followed by ongoing
reprioritisation so that staff resource is always focused
where it is most needed.

Tim Loughton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what advice was given by special advisers at
or before the Department for Education Board meeting
of 4 October 2012 on scaling back, ending or
deprioritisation of activities within the Children and
Young People’s Family Division of his Department.

[143054]

Mr Timpson [holding answer 13 February 2013]: The
Secretary of State receives frequent advice from special
advisers on the full range of departmental policies, and
on prioritisation.
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Policies affecting children, young people and families
remain a priority for me as the responsible Minister,
this Department, and the whole Government. On
29 January 2013, we announced our ambitious child
care reforms which set out our vision for a dynamic
child care market and delivering high quality early
education. On 5 February 2013, we also published the
Children and Families Bill, which includes reforms to
adoption, the role of the Children’s Commissioner,
family justice, and special educational needs.

Tim Loughton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education if he will publish the advice presented to the
Department for Education Board on 4 October 2012
regarding scaling back, ending or deprioritising of
work within the Children and Young People’s Family
Division of his Department. [143056]

Mr Timpson [holding answer 12 February 2013]: The
Department for Education does not routinely publish
board papers.

Tim Loughton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what decisions were taken at the
Department for Education Board meeting on
4 October 2012 regarding scaling back, ending or
deprioritising work by his Department on (a) internet
safety, (b) relationship and parenting support
programmes, (c) children’s centres and (d) youth
activities. [143057]

Mr Timpson [holding answer 12 February 2013]: At
the Board meeting held on 4 October 2012, both the
Department’s internal Review and priorities for Ministers
were discussed. The former considers how best we can
continue to deliver the Government’s priorities while
meeting the challenges of budget pressures. The latter is
a key element of the Department’s business planning
process, and at the end of this process the Department
will determine the allocation of resources to deliver its
priorities.

No final decisions were taken on prioritisation of
work at October’s Board.

Education and Skills Act 2008

Mr Raab: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education (1) when he plans to bring sections 2 and 4
of the Education and Skills Act 2008 into force;

[149052]

(2) when the Government plans to bring Part 1 of
the Education and Skills Act 2008 into force; [149053]

(3) when he plans to lay the regulations designated
under section 4(2) of the Education and Skills Act 2008
before Parliament; and when he intends such
regulations to come into force. [149055]

Matthew Hancock [holding answer 19 March 2013]:
Part 1 of the Education and Skills Act 2008 (ESA)
places a duty on young people to participate in education
or training until they are 18 or have completed a prescribed
Level 3 qualification. Section 2 sets out the duty to
participate and section 4 sets out the definition of
full-time education or training.

We intend to commence the majority of Part 1 of ESA
from 28 June 2013 to apply to all young people in
England until the end of the academic year in which
they turn 17; and from 26 June 2015 to their 18th birthday.

However, we have confirmed that we will not commence
two elements of Part 1 of ESA. These are the duties on
employers (in chapter 3 of Part 1) and the ’enforcement
provisions’ for young people who do not participate (in
chapters 4 and 5 of Part 1). These will remain on statute
and we will keep the need to commence them under
review.

The legislation makes provision for some elements to
be specified in secondary legislation, including section 4(2)
on the definition of full-time education. We carried out
a full public consultation on the policy that will underpin
the regulations and our response is available at:

http://www.education.gov.uk/childrenandyoungpeople/
youngpeople/participation/rpa/a00210946/consultation-
response

Copies of this report will be placed in the House
Libraries.

The regulations designated under section 4(2) will be
laid before Parliament in early summer 2013 and will
come into force before 28 June 2013.

Free School Meals

Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education when he expects to announce which
claimants of universal credit will be entitled to free
school meals. [148217]

Mr Laws [holding answer 18 March 2013]: I refer the
hon. Member to my answer of 4 March 213, Official
Report, column 839W.

Richard Burden: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what assessment he has made of expanding
the entitlement to free school meals to all children in
families that will receive universal credit. [148468]

Mr Laws [holding answer 18 March 2013]: Our
assessment is that extending entitlement to free school
meals to all families in receipt of universal credit would
mean that over half of children would become entitled,
at a cost of up to an extra £1 billion per year.

Free Schools

Mr Ward: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what systems are in place to monitor the
selection criteria of free schools in order that no bias is
shown towards sections of any community. [146657]

Mr Laws [holding answer 7 March 2013]: All Free
Schools are required, through their Funding Agreement,
to comply with the School Admissions Code (the Code).
The Code requires admissions arrangements to be
reasonable, clear, objective, procedurally fair and comply
with all relevant legislation.

Before entering into a Funding Agreement with a
Free School, the Secretary of State needs to be satisfied
that the free School has consulted on their proposals
under Section 10 of the Academies Act 2010 (as amended
by the Education Act 2011). Once the Free School has
opened, it is covered by the consultation requirements
of the Code. Anyone with concerns about how a state-
funded school is admitting pupils under the Code has
the right to formally object to the Office of the Schools
Adjudicator.
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Ministerial Policy Advisers

Tim Loughton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education on which occasions Dominic Cummings
visited his Department between May 2010 and the date
of his appointment as a special adviser in his
Department. [143240]

Elizabeth Truss [holding answer 14 February 2013]:
Dominic Cummings was appointed as special adviser
to the Secretary of State for Education on 21 February
2011. The Department for Education is not able to
provide a definite figure for the number of occasions
Mr Cummings visited the Department between May
2010 and 21 February 2011. However, the Department
can confirm that Mr Cummings was invited to 30 meetings
between May 2010 and 21 February 2011 which were
held by the Secretary of State for Education.

Priority School Building Programme

Bridget Phillipson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education which schools are part of the Priority
School Rebuilding programme. [147793]

Mr Laws [holding answer 18 March 2013]: The full
list of the Priority School Building Programme is available
on our website:

http://www.education.gov.uk/schools/adminandfinance/
schoolscapital/priority-school-building-programme/
a00221997/successfulapplicationspsbp

Copies of this table will be placed in the House
Libraries.

School Milk: Lancashire

Graham Jones: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education (1) how much funding for milk in schools in
Lancashire (a) his Department and its predecessor and
(b) Lancashire county council provided in each of the
last five years; [149534]

(2) how much funding for milk in schools in
Lancashire (a) his Department and (b) Lancashire
county council plans to provide in 2013-14. [149535]

Mr Heath: In respect of the EU School Milk Scheme
and the National Top-Up for English primary schools it
is not possible to provide reliable data at the level of
individual counties. It is for Lancashire county council
to provide if possible any details of the claims and
payments they may have received or made.

It is not possible to say how much funding may be
provided as the level of funding under these schemes is
driven by consumption at participating schools.

Written Questions

Tim Loughton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what estimate he has made of the (a)
number of staff hours involved in and (b) approximate
cost of providing the eventual answer to question
124327 on youth services, tabled by the hon. Member
for East Worthing and Shoreham on 6 December 2012.

[143055]

Elizabeth Truss [holding answer 12 February 2013]:
We estimate that it would take at least 180 hours, at an
approximate cost of £2,160 to collate a comprehensive
list of Ministers’ visits to youth projects between May
2010 and the end of January 2013.

Written Questions: Government Responses

Tim Loughton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education when he intends to answer the following
questions for named day answer from the hon. Member
for East Worthing and Shoreham (a) question 143240
tabled on 11 February 2013 for answer on 14 February
2013 and (b) questions (i) 143055, (ii) 143053, (iii)
143054, (iv) 143056 and (v) 143057 tabled on
7 February 2013 for answer on 12 February 2013.

[149818]

Elizabeth Truss: These questions have been answered
today.

JUSTICE

Elections

Andrew Stunell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what information his Department holds on the
use of the (a) Public Order Act 1986, (b) Racial and
Religious Hatred Act 2006, (c) Crime and Disorder
Act 1998, (d) Malicious Communications Act 1998
and (e) Telecommunications Act 1984 in relation to
elections, electioneering or electoral conduct in each
year since the coming into force of each Act. [149498]

Jeremy Wright: The Ministry of Justice Court
Proceedings Database holds information on defendants
proceeded against, found guilty and sentenced for criminal
offences in England and Wales. This database holds
information on offences provided by the statutes under
which proceedings are brought but not the specific
circumstances of each case. It is not possible to identify
from this centrally held information the use of these
acts in relation to elections, electioneering or electoral
conduct.

European Convention on Human Rights

Mr Blunkett: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
whether work is being undertaken and resources
devoted by his Department to plans for the UK to
withdraw from the European Convention on Human
Rights; and whether an impact assessment has been
made in respect of the consequences of such a
withdrawal. [148127]

Damian Green: As set out in the coalition agreement,
the Government remains committed to the European
convention on human rights and has no plans to denounce
or withdraw from it.

Fines: Surcharges

Rehman Chishti: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what assessment he has made of the
effectiveness of the victim surcharge. [148688]

Mrs Grant: Since its introduction in 2007, the victim
surcharge has raised £41.2 million, which has funded
vital services for victims and witnesses of crime. The
reforms to increase and extend the surcharge, introduced
by this Government, will see more offenders take
responsibility for the harm they have caused. They will
contribute up to an additional £50 million per year
towards the cost of victims’ services.

Legal Aid Scheme

Luciana Berger: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice if he will place in the Library copies of the
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guidance documents relating to his Department’s
policy on (a) finance, (b) human resources and (c)
procurement referenced in the annex of his
Department’s Legal Aid Agency Framework
Document. [148520]

Jeremy Wright: The guidance documents relating
to the Department’s policies on finance, human resources
and procurement are not currently placed in the Libraries
of either House. This is because there are a large number
of policies that are internal documents shared on the
Ministry of Justice intranet for staff reference. It would
not be practical to place these in the Libraries because
of the volume of policies and guidance; the fact that
many of them have only been designed for electronic
presentation; and also because they are regularly updated
and would therefore become quickly out of date if they
were placed in the House Libraries. In line with the
Government’s digital by default approach, the Ministry
of Justice does not publish its internal material, including
policies, in hard copy but instead makes them available
via its internal digital channels such as the Intranet,
This reduces costs associated with printing and ensures
that staff always have access to the latest version of any
policy.

Natascha Engel: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what assessment his Department has made of
the potential additional cost to the court system of any
change in the duration of trials and tribunals
consequent upon future trends in the number of

participants in legal proceedings representing
themselves following changes to eligibility criteria for
legal aid. [149646]

Mrs Grant: These matters were assessed as part of
the impact assessments which were published alongside
the Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders
Act 2012. There is limited available evidence on the
behavioural response of the individuals who will be
impacted by the reforms. However, court statistics do
not show that cases with self-represented litigants take
longer—if anything they suggest the opposite.

Following the introduction of our reforms, we are
providing easier to understand guidance and information
for those who represent themselves and further training
for judges.

Offenders

Emily Thornberry: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what proportion of offenders who breached the
conditions of their caution were subsequently charged
by the Crown Prosecution Service in each quarter since
2008. [149481]

The Solicitor-General: I have been asked to reply.
The Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) data shows

that a total of 3,157 offenders who breached their
conditional caution were subsequently charged by the
Crown Prosecution Service (CPS). A quarterly breakdown
of the actions taken by the CPS, in the event of an
offender not complying with the terms of the conditional
caution, is set out in the following table:

Quarter (financial
years)

Charge and request
full file No prosecution Conditions varied

Total breached
conditional cautions

referred to CPS
Non compliance

rate (percentage)
Compliance rate

(percentage)

2008-09

Q1 125 30 11 166 8.3 91.7

Q2 193 42 20 255 12.7 87.3

Q3 157 30 21 208 9.8 90.2

Q4 193 39 29 261 11.6 88.4

2009-10

Q1 196 43 21 260 11.9 88.1

Q2 229 53 27 309 15.6 84.4

Q3 249 55 27 331 15.6 84.4

Q4 199 41 30 270 13.9 86.1

2010-11

Q1 157 37 32 226 12.3 87.7

Q2 197 48 39 284 15.4 84.6

Q3 152 34 46 232 13.7 86.3

Q4 178 39 38 255 16.2 83.8

2011-12

Q1 161 31 38 230 16.1 83.9

Q2 163 54 29 246 18.7 81.3

Q3 150 32 31 213 18.6 81.4

Q4 156 38 29 223 20.5 79.5

2012-13

Q1 111 28 20 159 16.5 83.5

Q2 108 40 28 176 17.8 82.2

Q3 83 30 13 126 13.8 86.2
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Offenders: Fines

Robert Flello: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what steps his Department has taken to collect
offender profile information showing the reasons why
offenders fail to comply with their payment plans for
fines since July 2012; and what plans his Department
has to collect such information in the future. [148432]

Mrs Grant: I refer the hon. Member to the reply given
to Lord Touhig by my noble Friend, Lord McNally, on
12 March 2013, Official Report, House of Lords, column
WA51.

Her Majesty’s Courts and Tribunals Service (HMCTS)
does not have access to offender profile information
that shows the reasons why offenders fail to comply
with payment terms.

The information HMCTS holds on offenders is provided
by the prosecuting authorities, by the offenders themselves,
and by using the tracing tools that HMCTS has at its
disposal, such as the Experian credit reference agency
and the Department for Work and Pensions customer
information system. Payment plans are agreed based on
the financial information provided by the offenders to
enable those who are unable to pay in full at once to
complete the payment of their fines over a reasonable
period of time. The information obtained from these
sources does not provide any indication why certain
groups of offenders fail to follow the agreed payment
plans.

HMCTS takes the issue of fine enforcement very
seriously and is working to ensure that clamping down
on fine defaulters is a continued priority nationwide.
HMCTS is always looking at ways to improve the
collection of fines. As a part of the future strategy
HMCTS will be considering numerous ways in which
performance can be improved. This could include offender
profiling.

Personal Injury: Compensation

Meg Munn: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
(1) whether he plans to make an assessment of the
changes being made in April 2013 to the road traffic
accident portal before introducing further reforms;

[149442]

(2) what steps he has taken to improve usage by
insurers of the road traffic accident portal. [149443]

Mrs Grant: There are no current plans to make an
assessment of the forthcoming changes to the Road
Traffic Accident Personal Injury (RTA) scheme. The
Government is prepared to review and assess the
effectiveness of the scheme should evidence be provided
to demonstrate that this is necessary. However, the
Government does not wish to commit to a formal
review at this stage.

As part of the forthcoming extension of the RTA
scheme, incentives have been provided for both insurers
and claimants to keep claims within the scheme through
to settlement. These include provisions in the Pre-Action
Protocols which will support the extended scheme, and
the introduction of a revised and expanded scheme of
fixed recoverable costs.

Meg Munn: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
(1) if he will give consideration to requiring medical
reports before payment of compensation can be made
in personal injury claims; [149444]

(2) if he will bring forward proposals to oblige
insurers to share data to help reduce the incidents of
fraudulent claims; [149491]

(3) if he will give consideration to the accreditation
of medical agencies and reporting doctors in personal
injury cases. [149826]

Mrs Grant: The Government consultation on ’reducing
the number and cost of whiplash claims’ closed on
8 March 2013. The requirement for completed medical
reports prior to compensation being paid, the importance
of shared fraud data and accredited medics were all
raised as issues by stakeholders during the consultation
period. Ministry of Justice officials are now evaluating
all the submissions received and a response outlining
the way forward will be issued in due course.

Prisoners’ Incentives and Earned Privileges Scheme

Priti Patel: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
(1) what publicly-funded privileges are available to
category (a) A, (b) B, (c) C and (d) D prison
inmates; and what the cost has been of such privileges
in each of the last five years; [147831]

(2) what publicly-funded privileges are available to
prison inmates serving (a) life sentences, (b)
imprisonment for public protection and (c) detention
for public protection; and what the cost has been of
such privileges in each of the last five years. [147804]

Jeremy Wright: Rule 8 of the prison rules and young
offender institute (YOI) rule 6 requires every prison to
establish a system of privileges which prisoners can
earn subject to their reaching and maintaining specified
standards of conduct and performance. The incentives
and privileges (IEP) scheme does not distinguish between
categories of convicted prisoners or the type or length
of their sentence in terms of the privileges which should
be made available.

The key earnable privileges, which must be included
in local IEP schemes, to the extent deemed appropriate
for the different privilege levels are:

Extra and improved visits
Eligibility to earn higher rates of pay
Access to in-cell television
Opportunity to wear own clothes
Access to private cash
Time out of cell for association.

These are not all directly publicly funded. Access to
in-cell television, for instance, is self-financing from the
rental payments made by prisoners. There are administrative
and staff costs associated with facilitating the other
privileges.

Central accounting systems do not capture data at a
level to specifically identify costs directly linked to
individual IEP privileges. This information could be
obtained only by manual checking with individual
establishments, which would incur disproportionate cost.

I am looking closely at the incentives scheme for
prisoners to ensure the public have confidence in the
prison system. The outcome of this review will be
announced in due course.

Prison Service Instruction 11/2011 is available in the
House of Commons Library.
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Probation

Julie Elliott: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
what assessment he has made of the effects of his
proposed reform of probation services on re-offending
rates for people serving fewer than 12 months. [149386]

Jeremy Wright: On 22 February the Ministry of
Justice’s consultation on plans for reforming the way in
which offenders are rehabilitated in the community
closed.

Through our proposed reforms we want to address
the fact that offenders released from custodial sentences
of less than 12 months are among the most highly
prolific offender groups. In 2010 57.6% of the short
sentenced offenders released from prison reoffended
within a year and there is currently no statutory support
for those offenders sentenced to less than 12 months in
custody.

Our proposed reforms will help reduce reoffending
by opening up rehabilitation services to a more diverse
market, using payment by results to encourage providers
to focus on outcomes, and by making the whole system
more efficient, so that we can extend rehabilitative
provision to this most prolific group of offenders.

We will respond to the consultation and bring forward
detailed plans in due course.

Julie Elliott: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
what assessment has been carried out to evaluate the
effect of the removal of probation trusts. [149387]

Jeremy Wright: The Ministry of Justice’s consultation
on plans for reforming the way in which offenders are
rehabilitated in the community closed on 22 February.

We want the public sector probation service to be
organised in the most efficient manner for delivery of its
new responsibilities. The options being considered range
from fewer Trusts to a different structure altogether or
direct delivery on behalf of the Secretary of State. We
have sought consultees’ views on this important issue
and will bring forward detailed plans in due course.

Andy Sawford: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice (1) with reference to his Department’s
consultation, Transforming Rehabilitation, whether
probation trusts, as public bodies, will be permitted to
bid, either on their own, or with partners, for
commercial contracts for the delivery of probation
services in the community under the competition plans
set out; [149607]

(2) whether probation trusts will be able to set up
special purpose vehicles, either on their own, or with
partners, to bid for commercial contracts for the
delivery of probation services in the community under
the competition plans set out; [149608]

(3) whether probation trusts will be able to set up
mutual delivery organisations to bid for commercial
contracts for the delivery of probation services in the
community under the competition plans set out;

[149609]

(4) whether probation staff who set up their own
mutual delivery organisation to bid for commercial
contracts for the delivery of probation services in the
community would have to resign from their
employment with their probation trust to take part in
the competition; [149610]

(5) where a probation trust has developed a
relationship with a partner provider, or providers, to
bid for commercial contracts for the delivery of
probation services in the community, whether those
partners will remain eligible to take part in the
proposed competitions; [149611]

(6) what advice the National Offender Management
Service has received on the legal implications of
excluding probation trusts from any competition to
deliver probation services in the community. [149612]

Jeremy Wright: We remain committed to facilitating
an open competition which allows a range of bidders to
take part in the new probation services market.

As set out in our consultation document ‘Transforming
Rehabilitation—a revolution in the way we manage
offenders’, it remains open for probation staff to put
together proposals for potential mutuals and other
alternative delivery vehicles to bid to deliver probation
services as part of future competitions.

Under our proposals we will only contract with entities
capable of bearing the financial and operational risks
associated with Payment by Results and delivering offender
services in the community. Therefore, public sector entities
will not be able to bid, as they will not be able to carry
the financial risk. Instead staff groups within trusts can
work on proposals for alternative delivery vehicles and
mutuals. The Cabinet Office’s Mutual Support Programme
is available to support probation staff to explore their
options.

Trust staff do not have to resign, as these employee-led
entities or partnerships will only be formally set up
following the conclusion of the competition, if they
have won a bid or are part of a winning bid. This is to
guarantee continuity of service in probation during the
transition to new arrangements, and also to ensure that
those public sector probation professionals who do
come together to enter the bidding process are not
disadvantaged if they are not successful.

Where a group of staff are designing and setting up a
mutual or alternative delivery vehicle with a partner
provider, clear ethical walls will need to be put in place
between the probation trust on the one hand and the
group of staff and commercial organisation on the
other, to ensure fair competition. Any partner also
looking to compete in its own right would have to
satisfy us of similar ethical walls between bids too.

The Department has taken appropriate legal advice
on the proposals in the consultation paper and will of
course comply with any obligations imposed on it by
procurement law.

The Ministry of Justice’s consultation on plans for
reforming the way in which offenders are rehabilitated
in the community closed on 22 February. We will respond
to the consultation and bring forward detailed plans in
due course.

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Central America

Mr Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for International Development what projects her
Department has funded in (a) Costa Rica, (b)
Honduras, (c) Nicaragua, (d) El Salvador, (e)
Guatemala, (f) Belize and (g) Panama since May
2010; and if she will make a statement. [149455]
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Mr Duncan: DFID does not give aid directly to Costa
Rica, Honduras, El Salvador, Belize or Panama. In
2010-11 and 2011-12, DFID did not provide any bilateral
development aid to these countries.

DFID does not give aid directly to Guatemala. However,
in 2010-11 DFID provided £100,000 in the form of
humanitarian assistance in response to the Guatemalan
floods.

In 2010-11 DFID provided bilateral development aid
to two programmes in Nicaragua. The Caribbean Coast
Development Programme was delivered through a
Trust Fund arrangement with the World Bank Nicaragua
office and focused on improving water, sanitation,
energy infrastructure and nutrition for children on the
Caribbean Coast where poverty in Nicaragua is highest.
The second programme, Enhancing Small Enterprise
Growth of Nicaragua through the Development of
Existing Value Chains, was delivered through a delegated
management arrangement with the embassy of Finland
in Nicaragua and aimed to enhance micro, small and
medium enterprise (MSME) growth with a particular
focus on the provision of opportunities for women and
excluded populations.

DFID’s regional programme assists criminal asset
recovery in Belize.

Developing Countries: Armed Conflict

Mr Jim Murphy: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development which countries are
considered to be fragile and conflict-affected by the
Government. [150187]

Lynne Featherstone: DFID identifies 21 of its 28
focus states as being fragile or conflict-affected. These
are Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Burma, DRC, Ethiopia,
Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Nepal, Nigeria, Occupied
Palestinian Territories, Pakistan, Rwanda, Sierra Leone,
Somalia, Sudan, South Sudan, Tajikistan, Uganda, Yemen
and Zimbabwe. This list was last updated in May 2011
and is updated every two years.

Developing Countries: Religion

John Glen: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development with reference to her
Department’s report, Faith Partnership Principles,
published in 2012, what work her Department is (a)
funding and (b) undertaking to develop dialogue with
national and local faith-based actors at her
Department’s country office level to promote common
understandings and collaborative platforms for action.

[150239]

Lynne Featherstone: There are no specific funding
commitments attached to DFID’s work on the “Faith
Partnership Principles Paper”. The Paper aims to
strengthen and guide DFID’s future relationship and
collaboration with faith groups. DFID is already supporting
the work of a variety of faith groups through the
Programme Partnership Arrangements, the Global
Poverty Action Fund and the UK Aid match. DFID
and the Faith Working Group agreed to identify priority
countries where it would be possible to collaborate and
build a common understanding. The first pilot country
identified is Tanzania. The Faith Working Group and
DFID will meet in mid-April 2013 with DFID Tanzania
to discuss how best to progress this work which should

be initiated in June 2013. Additional countries where
further work can be undertaken will be identified after
the summer.

Public Expenditure

Stephen Doughty: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what payments to
multilateral organisations expected to be made by her
Department by the end of the 2012-13 financial year
have been (a) delayed, (b) suspended or (c) cancelled;
and what the total value of arrears is. [150210]

Lynne Featherstone: DFID is not in arrears on any
core multilateral contributions.

The first £15 million payment to the Green Africa
Power programme was rescheduled from 2012-13 to
2013-14.

The Department also makes payments to multilateral
organisations to deliver project specific bilateral support.
The Department is not able to provide a consolidated
report on any rescheduling of these payments.

Stephen Doughty: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what payments have been
made to multilateral organisations by her Department
in (a) November 2012, (b) December 2012, (c)
January 2013, (d) February 2013 and (e) March 2013;
and if she will make a statement. [150211]

Lynne Featherstone: DFID does not gather these
details on a monthly basis.

DFID provides an annual breakdown of all spending
through multilateral organisations in our Statistic on
International Development (SID) publication. The SID
for 2012-13 is due for publication in autumn. A copy of
this publication for 2011-12 can be found in the House
Library and on DFID’s website.

Stephen Doughty: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what programme
partnership agreements that were expected to be
concluded and signed by the end of the 2012-13
financial year have been delayed or cancelled; and if
she will make a statement. [150212]

Lynne Featherstone: DFID has Programme Partnership
Arrangements (PPAs) with 41 Civil Society Organisations.
These arrangements began in 2011 and will continue
until March 2014. No new PPAs were expected to be
concluded or signed in 2012-13.

Stephen Doughty: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what programme
partnership agreements were concluded and signed by
her Department with external organisations in (a)
November 2012, (b) December 2012, (c) January
2013, (d) February 2013 and (e) March 2013. [150213]

Lynne Featherstone: No Programme Partnership
Arrangements (PPAs) were signed by DFID between
November 2012 and March 2013: DFID has PPAs with
41 Civil Society Organisations. These will continue until
31 March 2014.
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Stephen Doughty: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what the total budget
outturn for her Department was in each month since
April 2012. [150214]

Lynne Featherstone: DFID’s outturn for each month
since April 2012 is available at the following Treasury
link:

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/psr_coins_data.htm

GovernmentDepartmentssubmitexpenditureinformation
to Treasury on a monthly basis, this information is
published quarterly.

World Bank

Chris Leslie: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development on what date she plans that
the UK will make its annual subscription payment to
the World Bank for 2013-14. [150218]

Mr Duncan: The UK will make its annual subscription
relating to the General and Selective Capital Increase of
the World Bank in December 2013.
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